Studies on 
the Internal Diaspora 
of the Byzantine Empire 


Edited by Héléne Ahrweiler 
and Angeliki E. Laiou 


Dumbarton Oaks Research Library and Collection 
Washington, D.C. 


Distributed by Harvard University Press 


Copyright © 1998 by Dumbarton Oaks 
Trustees for Harvard University 
Washington, D.C. 


All rights reserved 
Printed in the United States of America 


This material is presented solely for non-commercial educational/research purposes. 


Studies on the internal diaspora of the Byzantine Empire/edited by 
Héléne Ahrweiler and Angeliki E. Laiou. 
. em. 
Includes bibliographical references and index. 
ISBN 0-88402-247-1 
1. Byzantine Empire—Ethnic relations. 2. Pluralism (Social 
sciences) —Byzantine Empire. 3. Social integration— Byzantine 
Empire. I. Ahrweiler, Hélène. II. Laiou, Angeliki E. 
DF542.878 1997 
305.8'009495— dc21 96-53525 
CIP 


The Problem of 
Armenian Integration 
into the Byzantine Empire 


Nina G. Garsoian 


The problem of the Armenians in the Byzantine Empire—their role and 
their assimilation into imperial society—is far too vast and complicated 
for even a sketchy presentation, since the general consensus continues to 
be that they were the largest non-Greek unit of that society. The most that 
can be attempted within the present limits is to give an overview of the 
problem against its changing historical settings, indicating the areas of 
reasonably secure, if by no means exhaustive, information, and those in 
which persisting problems remain unsolved and require greater precision. 
More particularly, one may attempt to present in the latter cases some of 
the documentation on the aspects of imperial and ecclesiastical policy and 
those sectors in which Armenian elements within the empire were success- 
fully used and absorbed, as against those in which this imperial goal was 
not achieved. 

The actual presence of large numbers of Armenians within the Byzan- 
tine Empire is easily demonstrated throughout its history. The majority 


1 should like to express my profound gratitude to Dr. Lewon Avdoyan, Armenian and 
Georgian area specialist at the Library of Congress, without whose scholarly expertise and 
inexhaustible patience this study could not have been carried out. 

The purpose of this paper is not so much to break new ground as to provide a mise 
au point of the scattered available scholarship. No attempt at an exhaustive treatment of the 
subject has been made, especially in the case of bibliography, since this would have tran- 
scended all reasonable possibilities. More particularly, to avoid unconscionable length and 
redundancy, references to some familiar sources already cited or discussed in the secondary 
literature have not been repeated. In the case of Armenian sources for which a translation 
in a western language is available, the pagination given in references is to the translation, 
unless otherwise indicated. Since some of the existing translations have proved insufficiently 
accurate, I have supplied my own wherever necessary, giving the original text in the notes. 
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of them were unquestionably to be found in the eastern provinces ad- 
joining their homeland across the Euphrates. The predominance of the 
Armenian population in this region is evident from the imperial toponymy 
applied to it. As early as the reign of Diocletian, the ancient cis-Euphratine 
kingdom of Armenia Minor emerged from Cappadocia to become a sepa- 
rate province, which was to be split under Theodosius I into Armenia I 
and II, with Sebaste and Melitene as their respective metropoleis,! and 
with an imperial legion stationed in each.? Subsequent evidence that the 
region remained demographically and culturally Armenian is provided by 
the complaint of the bishops of Armenia II, in their answer to the Encyc- 
lical of the emperor Leo I in 458, that they were living among barbarians.? 
One century later, the great administrative reform of Justinian in 536, 
which created four Armenias, including the two former provinces of that 
name together with portions of the trans-Euphratine kingdom of Greater 
Armenia and of Pontus, indicates that the imperial authorities still regarded 
the region as primarily Armenian.* 

Further to the west, the creation of the theme of Armeniakon, whose 
first strategos is recorded in 667, though a turmarch was already noted in 
626/27, continued to attest the presence of an important Armenian com- 
ponent in northeastern Asia Minor, as did the creation of the themes of 
Lykandos by Mleh/ Melias, and of Mesopotamia, in the tenth century. A 
massive migration of Armenians into the empire apparently took place in 
the reign of Constantine V.5 Finally, another large influx of Armenians, as 
well as Syrian Jacobites, to fill the vacuum created by the Macedonian 


l N. Adontz, Armenia in the Period of Justinian, ed. and trans. N. G. Garsoian (Louvain- 
Lisbon, 1970), 55-74 and accompanying notes; E Cumont, “L’annexion du Pont Polémo- 
niaque et de la Petite Arménie," in Anatolian Studies Presented to Sir William Mitchell 
Ramsay, ed. W. H. Buckler and W. M. Calder (Manchester, 1923), 114-19. 

? Notitia dignitatum, ed. O. Seeck (Berlin, 1876; repr. Frankfurt am Main, 1962), 
xxxviii, 13-14, 83-84: under the Dux armeniae, the XV legion Apollinaris at Satala and the 
XII legion Fulminata at Melitene. Like most of his contemporaries, Basil of Caesarea uses 
the term “Armenia” in his correspondence to mean "Armenia Minor" and not “Maior.” See 
N. G. Garsoïan, “Nersés le Grand, Basil de Césarée et Eustathe de Sébaste," REArm, n.s., 
18 (1983), 150-53, reprinted in eadem, Armenia between Byzantium and the Sasanians 
[hereafter Armenia] (London, 1985), art. vir. 

? Acta Conciliorum Œcumenicorum, ed. E. Schwartz (Strasburg, 1936; repr. 1962), 
ILv, p. 71. 

^ Nov 31, CIC, 6th ed. (Berlin, 1959), III, pp. 235 ff; cf. Adontz, Armenia, 133-36, 
34*-37*; cf. 103-54; A. H. M. Jones, The Later Roman Empire, 284-602, 2 vols. (Norman, 
Okia., 1964), I, 281-82 and the corresponding notes in vol. I. 

5 Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De thematibus, ed. A. Pertusi (Vatican, 1952), 75, 
117 ff; W. Kaegi, "Al-Baládhuri and the Armeniac Theme," Byzantion 38 (1968), 273-77. For 
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victories of the tenth and eleventh centuries was attended by the reorgani- 
zation and re-Armenization of the eastern frontier with the creation of new 
small, and in a sense inferior, acritic themes known in the imperial admini- 
strative nomenclature as tà åppeviakà 0£pata.$ The resettlement of the 
Bagratid and Arcrunid royal houses of Ani, Kars/ Vanand and Vaspura- 
kan with their retainers in Cappadocia attendant upon the Byzantine 
annexation of most of the Armenian autonomous kingdoms by 1064, 
likewise strengthened the Armenian demographic character of the area.’ 


Lykandos: Constantine Porphyrogenitus, De administrando imperio [hereafter DAT], ed. 
G. Moravcsik and R. J. H. Jenkins, 2 vols. (Budapest- London, 1949), I, 238/39-240/41; 
G. Dédéyan, “Mleh le Grand stratège du Lykandos," REArm, n.s., 15 (1981), 72-102; 
A. A. Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, Ur La dynastie macédonienne (Brussels, 1968), 
216-17; P. Charanis, “Ethnic Changes in Seventh-Century Byzantium," DOP 13 (1959), 
28-29, 34-36; idem, The Armenians in the Byzantine Empire (Lisbon, 1963), 19-21; N. Oiko- 
nomidès, Les listes de préséance byzantines des IX*—X* siècles (Paris, 1972), 348, 350; idem, 
"L'organisation de la frontière orientale de Byzance aux X*-XI* siècles et le taktikon de 
l'Escorial," Actes du XIV* Congrés International des Etudes Byzantines, I (Bucharest, 1974), 
295-96; J.-C. Cheynet, Pouvoir et contestations à Byzance (963-1210) (Paris, 1990), 227, 
323; M. Kaplan, Les hommes et la terre à Byzance du VI* au XI* siécle (Paris, 1992), 449. 
For the creation of the theme of Mesopotamia, DAI, chap. 50, vol. I, pp. 238/39. 

5 Michaelis Attaliotae Historia [hereafter Attaleiates], ed. I. Bekker, CSHB (Bonn, 
1853), 96-97; Oikonomidés, Préséance, 345-63; idem, “Organisation,” 285-302; H. Ahr- 
weiler, “Recherches sur l'administration de l'Empire byzantin aux IX*-XT* siècles,” BCH 84 
(1960), 80; eadem, “L’Asie Mineure et les invasions arabes (VIIS-IX® siécles),” RH 227/1 
(1962), 18-19, both reprinted in eadem, Etudes sur les structures administratives et sociales 
de Byzance (London, 1971), arts. viri-1x; eadem, “La frontière et les frontières de Byzance 
en Orient," XIV? Congrès International des Etudes Byzantines, Rapports, II (Bucharest, 
1971), 14; G. Dagron, *Minorités ethniques et religieuses dans l'Orient byzantin à la fin du 
X* et au XI° siècle: L'immigration syrienne,” TM 6 (1976), esp. 179, 208-13; G. Dagron and 
H. Mihaescu, Le traité sur la guérilla (“De velitatione") de l'empereur Nicéphore Phocas 
(963-969) [hereafter Dagron, De velitatione] (Paris, 1986), 151-52, 240-87. However, note 
the doubts of Dagron (see below, notes 101, 102, 107) on the re-Armenization of the region 
of Melitene in the 10th and 11th centuries claimed by Ibn Haugal, La configuration de la 
terre, trans. J. H. Kramers and G. Wiet, 2 vols. (Paris, 1964), I, 179; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 383; 
G. Dédéyan, "L'immigration arménienne en Cappadoce au XI° siècle,” Byzantion 45 (1975), 
65-70, 99-100; N. Thierry, “Notes critiques à propos des églises rupestres de Cappadoce," 
REB 25 (1968), 341-43, reprinted in eadem, Peintures d'Asie Mineure et de Transcaucasie 
aux X* et XI* siècles (London, 1977), art. 1; see also, eadem, “La Gabadonie et le peuplement 
arménien," Communication to the Association Internationale des Etudes Arméniennes, Frei- 
burg, 13 October 1988, for the limits of this expansion. 

? Michel le Syrien, Chronique [hereafter MSS], trans. J.-M. Chabot, 3 vols. (Paris, 
1901), XIILv, vol. III, p. 133; Charanis, Armenians, 48-51; Dédéyan, *L'immigration," 48-68; 
Dagron, De velitatione, 240-41, 244-47; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 235, 396; S. Vryonis, Jr., The 
Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the 
Eleventh to the Fifteenth Century (Los Angeles-Berkeley, 1971), 54-55; cf. Oikonomidés, 
Préséance, 356, for Tarôn, etc. 
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East of the line Sebaste-Caesarea-Podandus-Tarsus, the Armenian popu- 
lation appears to have been so massive in the tenth century, that Leo the 
Deacon speaks of “Armenian lands" (1fjc yópag tHv Appeviwv), beginning 
with the region of Lykandos,5 while the Crusaders considered themselves 
likewise in "Armenian lands" as they passed beyond Herakleia towards 
Caesarea of Cappadocia? 

Despite their indisputable concentration on the eastern frontier, Arme- 
nians were to be found throughout the rest of the empire, in Italy and the 
islands, western Asia Minor, the East, and the Balkans, to all of which 
they had moved voluntarily or been forcibly transported. The Armenian 
population of Arzanene is said to have been transferred to Cyprus by the 
future emperor Maurice after his Persian campaign of 578,'° and more 
may have been subsequently moved under John II Komnenos.!! Under 
Justinian, Armenian soldiers were stationed in Italy and some Armenian 
rebels from Armeniakon were deported to Sicily in 793,? but the main 
transfers to southern Italy came by way of the army contingents serving 
under Nikephoros Phokas the Elder in 885 and in the imperial operations 
against the Normans in 1041, as recorded in the Annals of Bari and the 
Gesta of William of Apulia. These references are primarily to Paulician 
heretics, but some Armenians were probably included among them, although 
the two groups should not be confused.!? Armenians were numerous in the 
East, especially at Edessa and Antioch and in Cilicia before the creation 


* Leo the Deacon, Historia [hereafter Leo Deac.], ed. C. B. Hase, CSHB (Bonn, 
1828), 169. 

? Gesta Francorum et aliorum Hierosolimitanorum: Histoire anonyme de la premiére 
croisade, ed. L. Bréhier (Paris, 1924), 56/57-62/63; Stephen of Blois, RHC, HOcc, 5 vols. 
(Paris, 1856), III, 888; cf. S. Runciman, *The First Crusade: Constantinople to Antioch," in 
A History of the Crusades, ed. K. M. Setton and M. Baldwin, 2 vols. (Philadelphia, 1955- 
62), I, 296-99; Dédéyan, *L'immigration," 78. 

9 John of Ephesus, Johannis Ephesini Historiae ecclesiasticae pars tertia, trans. 
E. W. Brooks, CSCO 106 (Louvain, 1936), VI.xv, pp. 236-37; cf. Evagrius, Ecclesiastical 
History, ed. J. Bidez and L. Parmentier (London, 1898), V.xix; cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir, 451; 
Charanis, “Ethnic Changes," 30; P. Goubert, Byzance avant l'Islam, I: Byzance et l'Orient 
(Paris, 1951), 77. 

l! Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 149, pp. 116, 452. Armenians were also found on Crete: ibid., 
242, and see below, note 44. 

2 For the presence of the unit known as the “Felices Perso-Armenii" in Justinianic 
Italy, see Jones, Later Roman Empire, 1, 655, 659, and the corresponding notes in vol. II. For 
the deportation to Sicily, Theophanes Confessor, Chronographia [hereafter Theoph. Conf.], 
ed. C. de Boor, 2 vols. (Leipzig, 1885), I, 469 - II, 312. 

? N. Garsoian, The Paulician Heresy (Paris-The Hague, 1967), 13-14 and nn. 3-4; 
Charanis, "Ethnic Changes," 30. See also below, pp. 87-88 and notes 132-35. 
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of the later Armenian principality and kingdom in that region. They 
were to be found in western Asia Minor, the Troad, and the Thrakesian, 
Opsikion, and Anatolic themes as well,^ but most of all in the Balkans. 

Maurice had apparently planned a major transfer of Armenians to 
Thrace from the territories acquired from Persia in 591, although we have 
no evidence that the entire plan was carried out.’ A considerable shift of 
population from Melitene and Theodosioupolis to this same region unques- 
tionably took place, however, under Constantine V." Some Armenians 
were probably included in the settlements of Leo IV, and these settle- 
ments were further strengthened by additional transfers of Paulicians and 
Armenians, especially in the district of Philippoupolis, where they were 


14 Inter alios, Cheynet, Pouvoir, 28, 82, 380-82, 384, 397-402; Garegin I Kat‘olikos 
[Yovsép*ean], Yifatakarank* jeragrac* [Recueil de colophons] (Antélias, 1951), no. 245, 
col. 541 (ca. A.D. 1190), See below, p. 86 and note 131 for the text. The colophon no. 246, 
pp. 251-54, which is often cited (e.g., Cheynet, Pouvoir, 398 n. 98), does not have the iden- 
tical text: Michael VII is given as the emperor instead of Alexios I, and the passage con- 
cerning Armenians living in Cilicia does not occur. 

5 Ahrweiler, “Invasions arabes," 6 n. 6, 18; eadem, "L'histoire et la géographie de la 
région de Smyrne entre les deux occupations turques (1081-1317), particuliérement au XIII* 
siècle,” TM 1 (1965), 20 and nn. 91-92; Vryonis, Decline, 50; Charanis, “Ethnic Changes," 
29; idem, Armenians, 16, 54-55. They were still in the Troad in 1204 according to Ville- 
hardouin (La conquéte de Constantinople, ed. E. Farral, 2 vols. [Paris, 1939], I, nos. 310, 
321-23, 380-81, 385; vol. H, pp. 118/19, 128/29-132/33, 188/89-190/91, 194/95), who 
notes both their support of the Latins and their subsequent massacre by the Greeks; and 
Niketas Choniates, Historia [hereafter Nik. Chon.], ed. J. L. van Dieten, CFHB 11 (Berlin, 
1975), 601-2, 617; cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir, 451-52. 

16 [Ps.] Sebëos, Patmut‘iwn Sebeosi [History of Sebéos], ed. G. V. Abgaryan (Erevan, 
1979), xv, pp. 86-87; cf. xvii, pp. 90-91 - Histoire d'Héraclius par l'évéque Sebéos [hereafter 
Ps. Sebéos], trans. E. Macler (Paris, 1904), vi, pp. 30-31; cf. Macler, viii, pp. 35, 37, 54, 
whose numbering of the chapters is not the same as that of Abgaryan; F. Dólger, Kaiser- 
urkünden des Ostrómischen Reiches, Li: Regesten von 565-1025 (Munich-Berlin, 1924), 
nos. 96, 106-8, pp. 12-13; it should be noted that in all these cases Dólger's sole authority 
is the account of Ps. Sebéos; cf. below, notes 67, 70, 99; also Charanis, “Ethnic Changes," 
30, 33; idem, Armenians, 14-15; smaller detachments were, however, sent to the Balkans; cf. 
Goubert, Byzance et l'Orient, 47-48, 74, 193, 200, 216. 

17 Theoph. Conf., I, 427, 429; Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 122-23; Charanis, “Ethnic 
Changes," 30 and n. 91; idem, Armenians, 15 and n. 15 for further references. 

5 Charanis, Armenians; Michael the Syrian, Tearn Mixayëli patriark*i Asorwoc‘ 
Zamanakagrut‘iwn (Jerusalem, 1870 and 1871) = Chronique de Michel le Syrien traduite 
pour la première fois sur la version arménienne du prêtre Ischók [hereafter MSA], trans. 
V. Langlois (Venice, 1868), 262. The Armenian version of the Chronicle of Michael Syrus, 
probably the work of the 13th-century historian Vardan Arewelc‘i, is neither a translation 
nor an epitome of the Syriac text, since it contains material not to be found in the original. 
Moreover, the Jerusalem 1870 and 1871 editions are not identical. 


58 Nina G. Garsoian 


still known to Anna Komnena and Niketas Choniates.'? Nikephoros I 
likewise included Armenians in his resettlement of Sparta, and, according 
to the chronicler Matthew of Edessa [Matt‘éos Urhayec'i], the Armenian 
nobility was also transported to Greece, which was the main area of 
transfer according to him. The Armenian chronicler Asolik likewise speaks 
of a move to Macedonia under Basil IJ.” In the twelfth century, many 
Armenians were to be found in the regions of Bijtola, Strumnitsa, and 
Moglena, their presence was still attested in the Balkans at the time of the 
Third as well as the Fourth Crusade, and they had a church in Thessalo- 
nike in the thirteenth century.?! 

Finally, there is some evidence that Armenians were residing in the 
capital, although their presence in Constantinople is poorly documented. 
Citing the late twelfth-century Chronicle of Michael the Syrian, Peter 
Charanis speaks of an Armenian colony in the city, but gives no details to 
support this assertion beyond the presence of Armenians in defense of the 
city during the siege of 626.2 These may, however, have been some of 


? Anne Comnène, Alexiade, ed. and trans. B. Leib (Paris, 1945), XIV.viii.2-7, vol. III, 
pp. 178-81; Cheynet, Pouvoir, nos. 106, 116, 119, pp. 85, 92, 94; cf. no. 176, pp. 127, 241-42, 392, 
451; Oikonomidés, “Organisation,” 301, after the revolts of the two Bardases. See also the 
next notes and below, note 134. They were still there to welcome Frederick I Barbarossa in 
1189: Niketas Choniates, Historia, CSHB (Bonn, 1835), 403, 408; idem, Orationes et Epistulae, 
ed. J. L. van Dieten, CFHB (Berlin, 1975), 192 ff. Cf. Dólger, Regesten, Lii, no. 1603.6, p. 97. 

2 Stephen of Tarón/Asolik, Step‘anosi Taróni Asolkan, Patmut'iwn tiezerakan [Uni- 
versal History], ed. S. Malxaseanc‘, 2nd ed. (St. Petersburg, 1885) = Histoire universelle par 
Etienne Asolik de Tarôn (Deuxième partie) [hereafter Asolik; unless otherwise specified, this 
is the part cited], trans. E. Macler (Paris, 1917), xx, p. 74; Matt‘eos Urhayec'i [Matthew of 
Edessa], Patmut‘iwn Matt‘eosi Urhayec‘woy (Jerusalem, 1869) = Bibliothèque historique 
arménienne: Chronique de Matthieu d'Edesse [hereafter MU], trans. E. Dulaurier (Paris, 
1858), 113, which is insufficiently precise at this point. It should also be noted that the 
Armenian toponym Joynk* may well refer here to the Byzantine Empire in general rather 
than to Greece proper. Cf. P. Charanis, “The Chronicle of Monemvasia and the Question of 
the Slavonic Settlements in Greece," DOP 5 (1950), 154-55; idem, “Ethnic Changes,” 31; 
idem, Armenians, 16; Dédéyan, "L'immigration," 71; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 451; and the pre- 
ceding note. 

?! Cheynet, Pouvoir, 452, 465, 467 n. 56; O. Tafrali, Thessalonique au quatorzième 
siècle (Paris, 1913), 18, 40-41, 126-27; Charanis, Armenians, 55; Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 
16 n. 11; and the preceding notes. Armenians were to be found as far afield as Egypt, as 
evidenced by the discovery of an Armeno-Greek glossary in the Fayum: M. Leroy, *Un 
papyrus arméno-grec," Byzantion 13 (1938), 513-37. MU, cviii, pp. 253-54, says that there 
were thirty thousand Armenians in Egypt at the time of the visit of the patriarch Grigor II 
in the seventies of the 11th century, but his figure is hardly reliable. 

2 MSS, XV.vii, vol. III, p. 185; Charanis, “Ethnic Changes," 34 n. 64; idem, Arme- 
nians, 55. See below, note 37. 
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Heraclius' recruits, rather than permanent civilian inhabitants.? Byzantine 
chroniclers likewise mention the punishment of the urban population by 
Nikephoros II Phokas after a riot against Armenians in 967, but these too 
seem to have been drawn from the military, rather than from the ordinary 
inhabitants of the capital.”4 In 1044, a large influx of foreigners, Armenians 
among them, rioted against Constantine IX Monomachos, who subsequently 
had all the recent immigrants deported from the city. Anna Komnena, in 
her turn, noted the presence of a large number of Armenians in the city 
at the time of the trial of Neilos of Calabria around 1094; here too, it is 
not altogether clear whether these were visitors or permanent residents.? 
Given these assertions, it is curious that no Armenian quarter has been 
recorded in Constantinople, even though those of other nations have been 
identified.?$ This is all the more surprising since John of Kitros early in the 
thirteenth century, listed the Armenians, *who live in many cities," along- 
side of the Jews, Agarenes, and Ishmaelites, as one of the ethnic groups 
restricted to a specific residence, either within or without the city, and 
Genoese documents still recorded Armenians in Pera in 1440.? 

To be sure, distinguished Armenians, such as Vardan II Mamikonean 
and the kat‘otikos Yovhannes II Gabelean late in the sixth century, the 
young Bagratid king ASot II in 914, or King Gagik II of Ani and the 
kat‘otikos Petros I Getadarj visited and even resided in the capital for a 


? See below, note 37. 

^ Leo Diac., 64-66; Johannis Scylitzae Synopsis Historiarum [hereafter Skylitzes], 
ed. I. Thurn, CFHB 5 (Berlin-New York, 1973), 276; cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 3, p. 22. 

235 The Chronography of Gregory Abi?l-Faraj ... Bar Hebraeus, trans. E. A. Wallis 
Budge, 2 vols. (London, 1932; repr. Amsterdam, 1976), I, 203; cf. Dagron, "Formes et 
fonctions du pluralisme linguistique à Byzance (1X°-XII* siécle)," TM 12 (1994), n. 122. A 
pre-publication copy of this important article was kindly given to me by M. Dagron, to 
whom I am most grateful for this courtesy. Alexiade, X.i.4, vol. II, p. 188.26. R. Janin, 
Constantinople byzantine: Développement urbain et répertoire topographique, 2nd ed. 
(Paris, 1964), 244-60; cf. below, notes 29, 48. This was apparently true even of the Orthodox 
Iberians: Cheynet, Pouvoir, 204, citing Nicholas Mesarites. See also the next note. 

# Janin, Constantinople byzantine, 245-60; cf. Dólger, Regesten, Liv, no. 2256 (A.D. 
1303), pp. 40-41, for the grant to the Genoese in Galata. See also the next note. 

7 *"Igóávvov tod ériokónov Kitpov 'Anókpioic npóc Kovotavtivov ápywniokonov 
Avppayiov tov KafáciAav," PG 99, col. 977; cf. S. Bowman, The Jews of Byzantium (1204- 
1453) (University, Ala., 1985), no. 18, p. 221; cf. also G. Dagron, *Pluralisme linguistique," 
239. On the author of the "Responsa," see J. Darrouzés, *Les réponses canoniques de Jean 
de Kitros," REB 31 (1973), 319-33, esp. 329, no. 19; and for the Genoese edict, see D. Ja- 
coby, “Les quartiers des Juifs de Constantinople à l'époque byzantine,” Byzantion 37 (1967), 
181-82 and 181 n. 5, 216; reprinted in idem, Sociétés et démographie à Byzance et dans la 
Romanie latine (London, 1975), art. 11, who does not agree with the attribution of the 
"Responsa" to John of Kitros. See also below, note 32. 
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time, albeit not always of their free will. By their very nature, however, 
such episodes were necessarily brief. Some of the great noble families of 
Armenian descent unquestionably had palaces in Constantinople. We hear of 
the house of Alexios Moselé and of the lengthy negotiations of the Taronite 
princes with Leo VI and Romanos I Lekapenos to keep the “house of 
Barbaros" in the capital, as well as a suburban estate.? Other aristocratic 
families must also have moved from the eastern frontier as part of the 
gradual *Constantinopolization" of the aristocracy,” but, as we shall see, 
the degree to which they were still to be considered "Armenian" is open 
to question.?! Finally, we are told by Michael the Syrian that an Armenian 
church had existed in the city until the time of Alexios I Komnenos when 


?* For Vardan II and Yovhannes II and the sources' alteration of the circumstances of 
their stay, see N. G. Garsoian, "Le róle de la hiérarchie chrétienne dans les rapports diplo- 
matiques entre Byzance et les Sassanides,” REArm, n.s., 10 (1973), 136 n. 73, reprinted in 
eadem, Armenia, art. VIT; cf. R. Grousset, Histoire de l'Arménie des origines à 1071 (Paris, 
1947), 248; see also below, p. 68 and note 66. 

For the journey of ASot II: Yovhannes [Kat‘otikos] Drasxanakertc‘i, Patmut‘iwn HayocS 
ed. M. Emin (Moscow, 1853; repr. Delmar, N.Y., 1980) = Yovhannes Drasxanakertc‘i, His- 
tory of Armenia [hereafter JK], trans. K. H Maksoudian (Atlanta, 1987), lv-lvi, pp. 197-98, 
201-2, and lv n. 3, p. 298. 

For Gagik II and Petros I: Aristakes Lastivertc'i, Patmut‘iwn Aristakisi Lastivertc^woy, 
ed. K. N. Yuzbaëyan (Erevan, 1963) = Aristakés de Lastivert, Récit des malheurs de la nation 
arménienne [hereafter AL], trans. M. Canard and H. Berbérian (Brussels, 1973), x, xiv, 
pp. 50-51, 55-57, 72-73; MU, Ixv, Ixxix, pp. 76-77, 85-86; cf. Grousset, Arménie, 576-77, 580, 
583, 592-94; R. W. Thomson (“The Influence of Their Environment on the Armenians in Exile 
in the Eleventh Century,” Proceedings of the XIIIth International Congress of Byzantine 
Studies, ed. J. M. Hussey, D. Obolensky, and S. Runciman [London-New York, 1967], 434 and 
n. 6) attributes a palace in Constantinople to Gagik II, but this is not verified by the sources. 

? Janin, Constantinople byzantine, 375, 394; cf. idem, La géographie ecclésiastique de 
l'Empire byzantin, Lu (Paris, 1953), 206, for the earlier house of the cubicularius Narses in 
the quarter of the same name; DAI, chap. 43, vol. I, pp. 190/91-196/97. A church, whose 
location is likewise unknown, was dedicated to the Theotokos by the eparch Michael Mono- 
machos Senak‘erim, whose last name indicates a descent from the Armenian southern royal 
family of the Arcruni: Janin, Géographie ecclésiastique, no. 101; O£otókog rof Levaynpeip, 
ibid., p. 239 (see below, note 243). In the suburbs, we know that Theophilos had given three 
monasteries to his son-in-law Alexios Mosele: ibid., p. 114. However, the monastery known 
as "rop Boópóc" or “tod Tépôos . . . £v totg Kadovpévoic 'Igpíotc," to which the patriarch 
Photios was exiled, is referred to as belonging to either “t@v ‘Apeviavév” or "tv Apps- 
viaxév”™: cf. Vita Euthymii patriarchae CP ed. P. Karlin-Hayter (Brussels, 1970), pp. 10/11, 
49, 57 and n. 1, 163. The Skleroi and Kourkouas, both of Armenian descent and originally 
based in eastern Anatolia, acquired properties in the region of Constantinople: Cheynet, 
Pouvoir, 239. See also the next note. 

? H Ahrweiler, “Recherches sur la société byzantine,” TM 6 (Paris, 1976), 103-23; 
A. P. Kazhdan, Sotsial'nyj sostav gospodstvujustego klassa Vizantii XI-XII vv. (Moscow, 
1974), 142-50; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 201-2, 237-39, 242. 

?! See below, pp. 93-103. 
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it was burned. Yet more than two centuries later, the patriarch Athanasios 
I (1303-9) still complained of the harm done to the Orthodox by the 
presence in Constantinople of Armenians and of their church, whose 
location unfortunately remains unknown.?? Scattered and unsatisfactory 
though these indications may be, they nevertheless identify some degree of 
Armenian residence in the capital, as well as throughout most of the 
empire, over a long period. Of necessity, such a massive and pervasive 
Armenian presence made it impossible for the imperial authorities to 
ignore their existence, while simultaneously serving as evidence that the 
Armenians, on their part, had also achieved a modus vivendi. 

The second relatively secure area of our information pertains to the 
channel through which the Armenians made their way into imperial society. 
This was almost invariably the military, as is already attested in the hagio- 
graphic tradition.» It is impossible to enumerate the various army corps 
within which Armenians were to be found, usually as distinct units.^ 
From the early requirement of Theodosius II in 441 that the owners of former 
royal farms in the region between Theodosioupolis and Satala provide 
lancers, transports, and provisions to the imperial army and the listing 
of the comites sagittarii armeni and the legiones pseudocomitatenses 


2 MSS, XV.vii, vol. III, p. 185. V. Grumel, V. Laurent, and J. Darrouzés, Les regestes 
des actes du patriarcat de Constantinople, 2 vols. in 8 pts. (Paris, 1932-79), Liv, nos. 1661- 
62, pp. 415-17; cf. no. 1639, pp. 433-34. 

3 «Martyres XLV Nicopoli, ca. 319—Iul. 10," BHG 1216; PG 115, cols. 324-45; AASS 
Jul. 3:38 identify them as belonging to the Armenian legion, *ubi universa Armeniae legio 
fortito erat distributa," but the version in *Le synaxaire arménien de Ter Israel," ed. and 
trans. G. Bayan, PO 21/6 (Paris, 1930), xii, mois de Hrotits, 691-94, does not mention the 
Armenian legion in their commemoration on 4 Hrotic‘ = 10 July. 

# For the presence of Armenians in the imperial armies in general, see G. Dédéyan, 
“Les Arméniens soldats de Byzance,” Bazmavep 145 (1985), 162-93; idem, “L'immigration,” 
71; Charanis, “Ethnic Changes," 28, 31; idem, Armenians, 16-21, 32-34; Oikonomidés, 
"Organisation," 295-96, 299-300; idem, Préséance, 336; Dagron, De velitatione, 276, 280-82; 
Cheynet, Pouvoir, nos. 95, 103, pp. 77, 82, 329, 397; Vryonis, Decline, 52-53; Jones, Later 
Roman Empire, T, 614, 619, 659-61, and the corresponding notes in vol. II. 

3 Codex Theodosianus, ed. P. Meyer (Berlin, 1905), vol. II, Novellae Theodosiani, 
V.iii (June 26, 441): “in perpetua victura lege censuimus statuendum, ut universi, qui nostram 
in his munificantiam meruereunt, sub conditione possessiones habere donatas concedantur, 
si cunctatos et bastagas et paraveredos et species, nec non et coémptiones, secundum pris- 
tinam consuetudinem .. . et alia universa fisci calculo solenniter sine mora dependant et 
agnoscant, aut resistentes, pro utilitate communi, publicae possessioni continuo praedia 
refundant, . . .” Cf. the masterly, but as yet unpublished, thesis of C. Zuckerman, “Recherches 
sur le statut des soldats sous le Bas-empire et à l'époque protobyzantine," thése de doctorat 
(Nouveau régime) (Paris, 1993), 148-51, of which he was kind enough to give me a copy and 
to call my attention to the importance of this novella, for all of which I am most beholden 
to him. 
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armeniacae in the Notitia dignitatum,’ Armenians served in the armies of 
Justinian, Maurice, Heraclius and thereafter,” until the dismissal of the 
Armenian militia by Constantine IX Monomachos. They still formed a 
part of the Komnenian forces 23 Their participation is found at every level: 
as cavalry, archers, and increasingly as infantry contingents, in the thematic 
armies,? especially those of Armeniakon and in the small acritic themes 
of the tenth century,” where the appearance of Armenian technical mili- 
tary vocabulary confirms their presence;*! as tagmata, garrisons, keepers 
of fortresses and border guards, from the eastern frontier? to southern 


6 Notitia dignitatum, vi, no. 31, p. 17; vii, nos. 49-50, pp. 20-21; xxviii, no. 22, p. 59; 
xxxviii, nos. 13-14, pp. 83-84. 

37 For the period of Justinian, see Procopius, Bell. Goth., III.vi, 10; xxiv, 3; VL.xxvii, 
16; Aed., II.i, 27; also for their service in the scholae, Anec., xxiv, 16; cf. Adontz, Armenia, 
103-25; Jones, Later Roman Empire, 1, 659-60, and the corresponding notes in vol. II; 
Zuckerman, “Recherches,” 144-48; Charanis, “Ethnic Changes," 31-32. For the period of 
Maurice, see above, note 16. For the period of Heraclius, see Charanis, *Ethnic Changes," 
33-34; idem, Armenians, 18, who sees Armenia as the main recruiting ground for the empire 
in the 6th and 7th centuries. According to the Chronicon Paschale, ed. G. Dindorf, CSHB 
(Bonn, 1832), 429-30, some Armenians participated in the defense of Constantinople during 
the Avar siege of 626; and al-Baladhuri, The Origin of the Islamic State, trans. Ph. Hitti, 
2 vols. (New York, 1916), I, 200-10, mentions their presence at the battle of the Yarmuk; cf. 
Theoph. Conf., I, 338. 

38 For the dismissal of the Armenian militia by Constantine IX, see AL, xvii, p. 88; 
E. Honigmann, Die Ostgrenze des byzantinischen Reiches (Brussels, 1935), 178, citing the 
Greek sources; Dédéyan, “L'immigration,” 63. See also above, note 19, for the Komnenian 
period, and Dédéyan, *L'immigration," 71, on Alexios Is army against the Petchenegs; 
Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 159, pp. 116 and 452 n. 132, as supporters of Isaac Komnenos on 
Cyprus at the time of the arrival of the Latins, recorded by Ernoul, Chronique, ed. L. de Mas 
Latrie (Paris, 1871), 91, 272. 

# For the cavalry: Asolik, III.xiv, p. 56; Charanis, Armenians, 17-18; Cheynet, 
Pouvoir, no. 11, p. 28; Dagron, De velitatione, 244. See also above, notes 16, 24, and the 
preceding note. For archers: Notitia dignitatum, vi, no. 31, p. 17, comites sagittarii 
Armeni; AL, vi, p. 29. For the infantry: Notitia dignitatum, vii, nos. 49-50, pp. 20-21, 
legiones pseudocomitatenses Armeniacae; Asolik, III.viii, xxvii, pp. 45, 127; MU, xcii, 
p. 132; Oikonomidés, Préséance, 300, 336; idem, “Organisation,” 296; and next notes. 

* On Mich and the theme of Lykandos, see Charanis, “Ethnic Changes,” 34-36; idem, 
Armenians, 19-21; Dagron, De velitatione, 280 and n. 63; and above, note 5. On the acritic 
themes, see above, note 6, and the next notes. 

^! On the appearance of borrowed Armenian military terms, such as zirwar < Arm. 
zóravar, “general,” in the terminology of the imperial army of the East but not the West, see 
Dagron, De velitatione, 40/41, 244, 250-55; idem, “Pluralisme linguistique," 231; Oikono- 
midés, Préséance, 297, 345-46 and n. 330; idem, "Organisation," 288, 299. 

*? Alexiade, XLiv.3, vol. IH, p. 11; Ahrweiler, “Administration,” 34; eadem, “Invasions 
arabes," 18-19; Oikonomidés, “Organisation,” 298-99, e.g., for Charpezikion; Dagron, De 
velitatione, 244-48, 282; Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 70, pp. 63, 329-30, 382, 397, 401; Vryonis, 
Decline, 55, who notes three Armenian units stationed respectively at Melitene, Sebaste, and 
Tephrike in the 11th century. 
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Italy, in the Cretan expeditions of the tenth century, for which recruits 
were drawn from the Armeniac and Thrakesian themes,^ and in the Bal- 
kans in support of John I Tzimiskes, Basil II and Alexios I.4 They were 
often accused of indiscipline, rebellion, and even treason, although this 
is denied by Armenian sources, and Jean-Claude Cheynet is of the 
opinion that they may have been no more unreliable than any other 
group.” A few, remarkably few, references can be found in the sources to 
Armenian merchants, sea captains, or interpreters, 28 but the overwhelming 


# For Armenian or Paulician/ Armenian contingents in southern Italy, see above, 
notes 12-13. 

^ For the participation of Armenians in the Cretan expeditions, see Vasiliev, Byzance 
et les Arabes, ILi, pp. 201, 336-37; Charanis, Armenians, 16, 33; Vryonis, Decline, 50; and 
above, note 11. Armenians in the Thrakesian theme were also entrusted with the watch over 
the coast: Ahrweiler, "Smyrne," 20 n. 91, citing the De ceremoniis aulae byzantinae, ed. 
J. Reiske, 2 vols., CSHB (Bonn, 1829-32), I, 667. 

55 See above, notes 19-20. 

“© For imperial documents expressing distrust of Armenian troops and measures to be 
taken in cases of desertion, see Dagron, De velitatione, ii, pp. 38/39-40/41, 244-48, 280, 
283; and Novella xviii in Zepos, Jus I, 247; Dólger, Regesten, Li, no. 754, p. 77; also Oiko- 
nomidés, “Organisation,” 297, 300, on “la méfiance du gouvernement envers ses nouveaux 
sujets hérétiques et peu disciplinés”; idem, Préséance, 346, 400; idem, “Minorités ethniques," 
212; Ahrweiler, “Invasions arabes," 18-19; eadem, “Administration,” 47, 80 and n. 3, 82; 
Charanis, Armenians, 34, 55-56; Vryonis, Decline, 91-93, 97, 103; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 324, 329, 
451-52, but see the next note and below, note 105. 

? AL, xxv, p. 126; cf. Cheynet (Pouvoir, 348), who notes the loyalty of the Armenians 
toward Romanos IV Diogenes, rejects Michael Syrus' account of the Armenian defection at 
Mantzikert as "totalement démenti par les contemporains, tant byzantin, Michel Attaleiatés, 
qu'arménien, Aristakés de Lastivert," questions the accounts of the pillage of Sebaste by the 
troops of Romanos IV or of the atrocities committed by the former Armenian king Gagik II/ 
Kakikios against the Greeks, and concludes that “la fidélité des troupes arméniennes valait 
bien celle des troupes grecques," 401-2 and 402 n. 116; idem, *Les Arméniens de l'Empire 
en Orient de Constantin X à Alexis Comnéne (1059-1081)," in L'Arménie et Byzance: His- 
toire et culture, Byzantina Sorbonensia 12 (Paris, 1996), 68-71 and nn. 22-23. A pre- 
publication copy of this important article was kindly given to me by M. Cheynet to whom 
I am most grateful for his courtesy. Gérard Dédéyan (“L'immigration,” 114-15) also rejects 
Michael Syrus' accusation that the Armenians deserted at Mantzikert; Alexander Kazhdan 
(Armjane v sostave gospodstvujustc'ego klassa vizantijkoj imperii v XI-XII vv. [Erevan, 
1975], nos. 64.3, 64.5, pp. 139, 141) also observes the loyalty of the Armenians toward 
Romanos IV, although he accepts Matthew of Edessa's tales of Gagik II, the metropolitan 
of Caesarea, and the "Sons of Mandale," rejected by Cheynet. For a further discussion of 
Armenian allegiance to the empire, and the mutual antagonism of the two parties, see below, 
pp. 76, 82, 119-24 and notes 97, 112, 252. 

5 Armenian merchants and an Armenian sea captain at Attaleia, to whom an attempt 
is made to sell the saint, appear in the “Life of Lazarus of Galesion," BHG 979; AASS Nov. 
3:511, 513, 590; cf. Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 215; Ahrweiler, “Smyrne,” 20 n. 91; 
Vryonis, “Byzantine Images of the Armenians,” in The Armenian Image in History and 
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evidence is that the Armenian career par excellence was that of military 
service. 

The same channel led Armenians into the Byzantine ruling class. 
From the generals of Justinian—Narses and his brother Isaac, the Arsa- 
kidai, and the Aspetianoi, among others9—by way of Isaac, exarch of 


DEER 


Ravenna; Mezezios/ Mžēž Gnuni, Heraclius! magister utriusque militiae 
per Armeniam and perhaps strategos of Armeniakon, and Melias/ Mich 


Literature, ed. R. Hovannisian (Malibu, Calif., 1981), 71, citing Leo Grammaticus. Arme- 
nian workmen are said to have been put to death as spies at Melitene in 928/29: Ibn al-Athir 
apud Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, YL.i, p. 264; Lii, p. 151; see also Bar Hebraeus, Chro- 
nography, 251. Merchants and city elders were to be found at Arcn, Ani, and other Arme- 
nian cities (Cheynet, Pouvoir, 381), but it is by no means certain how many of these 
merchants were ethnic Armenians, nor are we clear as to the role and survival of the “elders” 
of Ani. MSS, XV.vii, vol. III, p. 185, asserts that both the Armenians and the Syrians in 
Constantinople had had a church with a priest and *une corporation de négociants séculiers" 
until the time of Alexios I, but there is no reference to such an Armenian association in the 
Book of the Eparch. On the existence of an Armenian church in the capital, see above, note 
29. For the Armenian interpreters, Theodore and Krinites, see DAI, chap. 43, pp. 190/91, 
194/95-196/97; cf. Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 222-23, on interpreters in general 
and the suspicion directed against the Armenian ones in particular. It should be noted also 
that, although Krinites is identified by Constantine Porphyrogenitus as the interpreter of 
Romanos I, his actual position was that of protospatharios, so that he too belonged to the 
military. It is evident that the majority of the Armenian population within and without the 
empire was composed of peasants, but of them we know nothing, as a result of the absence 
of any archival material; see below, note 183. 

? For the Justinianic generals mentioned by Procopius: 

Narses: J. R. Martindale et al., The Prosopography of the Later Roman Empire, 3 vols. 
(Cambridge, 1971-94), IIIB, “Narses 1,” pp. 912-28; cf. also “Narses 2,” pp. 928-35; “Isaac 1," 
IIIA, pp. 643-44. 

For the Arsakidai: Artabanes [Artawazd] and his sons Artabanes and John, ibid., 
pp. 125, 130-31, 641, 643. In the 11th century, the name of Arsakidai was assumed by the 
princes of the Pahlawuni family, as evidenced by their seals: J.-C. Cheynet, "Du prénom au 
patronyme: Les étrangers à Byzance (X°-XII° siécles)," Studies in Byzantine Sigillography, 
ed. N. Oikonomides (Washington, D.C., 1987); idem, *Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 72-73 
(see below, note 53). Alexios I's general Aspietes claimed descent from the same Armenian 
royal house, according to Anna Komnena: Alexiade, XII.ii.6, vol. III, p. 58. 

For the Aspetianoi [= Bagratids, since the office of aspet or “master of the cavalry" was 
hereditary in this house]: Procopius, Bell. Pers., ILiii, 12-18. It is not, however, certain 
whether the later house of the Aspietai in Byzantium is descended from them: cf. Cheynet, 
Pouvoir, no. 177, pp. 127, 241-42; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 14, pp. 43-44; idem, "Aspietes," 
ODB 1:211-12. On the Armenian aristocracy in Byzantium in general, see Charanis, "Ethnic 
Changes," 31, 34-36; idem, Armenians, 16-17, 21-28, but see the reservations of later scholars, 
below, note 55. 

5? “Tsaacius 8, patricius et exarchus Italiae," Martindale, Prosopography, IIIA, pp. 625- 
44, 719-21; CIG 9869; C. Toumanoff, “The Background to Mantzikert," Proceedings of the 
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"al Armani," who may have begun his career as a bandit chieftain but 
ended it as strategos of Lykandos with the title of magistros and seems to 
have made his way into both Byzantine and Arabic popular traditions, ! 
to the great tenth- and eleventh-century commanders and magnates: the 
domestikos of the Scholae John Kourkouas;? Grigor Magistros Pahla- 
wuni, doux of Vaspurakan, Tarôn, and perhaps Mesopotamia; his son 
Vasak, presumably doux of Antioch;? and his successor, the most famous 
of all, Philaretos Brakhamios/ P‘ilattos VaraZnuni, who climbed the military 
ladder to the dignities of kouropalates, stratopedarchos of Anatolikon, 
doux of Antioch and domestikos of the Eastern Scholae, possibly, sebas- 
tos—the pattern remains unbroken.™ As has often been demonstrated, the 
imperial aristocracy of the tenth to twelfth centuries included a considerable 
Armenian component, even if recent precisions have appreciably reduced 
more enthusiastic earlier estimates.55 Armenian descendants even reached 
the imperial throne, either as pretenders and usurpers, such as Valentinos 


XIIIth International Congress of Byzantine Studies, ed. J. M. Hussey, D. Obolensky, and 
S. Runciman (London-New York, 1967), 419. *Mezezius," Martindale, Prosopography, IIIB, 
pp. 887-88. 

5! See above, note 5. 

#2 AL, x, xiii, pp. 51, 68; cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir, 216, 270, 322-23; Kazhdan, Armjane, 
no. 4, pp. 13-14. 

55 AL, x, p. 5I and n. 4. A seal of Grigor Magistros is entitled "Ipnyópioc 'Apcaxtór|c 
péyiotpos éni tod xottóvogc 9006 Baonpakavíag Kai tod Tapóvoc": Cheynet, “Les Armé- 
niens de l'Empire," 72-73 and n. 32. Cf. Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 213 n. 177, who is 
of the opinion that Magistros had been given only a life tenure on the Mesopotamian lands; 
V. Langlois, *Mémoire sur la vie et les écrits du prince Grégoire Magistros, duc de Méso- 
potamie, auteur arménien du XI* siécle," JA 1 (1869), 60 ff; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 223, where 
Grigor is identified as being "de moindre importance," but only in reference to the former 
Armenian kings; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 11, pp. 37-38; see above for the Pahlawunis' assump- 
tion of the Arsacid name on their seals. See also below, notes 146-47. 

For Vasak, see Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 103, pp. 82, 398 and n. 100; and idem, “Les Armé- 
niens de l'Empire," pp. 73-74, for his reservations on the nomination of Vasak in Antioch, 
despite the categorical statement of MU, cxi, pp. 178-79; also Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 11, p. 39. 

* Most recently, V. A. Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity na vostochnyh gra- 
nitsah vizantijskoj imperii (XI v.) (Erevan, 1980), 152-69; eadem, Armjano-vizantijskaja 
kontaktnaja zona (X-XI vv.) (Moscow, 1994), 41-43, 86, 88-91; J.-C. Cheynet, Etudes 
prosopographiques (Paris, 1986), 66—73, subsuming the sources and most of the previous 
studies; also Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 7.7, pp. 26-28. 

55 The recent studies of Kazhdan (Armjane, pp. 72, 85, 92-93), with the further stric- 
tures of Cheynet (Etudes, 14-15, 75-76; idem, “Les Phocas," in Dagron, De velitatione, 
207-86), removing the Phokades, Dalassenoi, Bourtzai, among others, from the number of 
families of secure Armenian descent, have considerably reduced the overly inclusive list of 
Charanis and other earlier scholars; see above, note 49, and below, notes 138, 140. 
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Arsakuni or Leo III's son-in-law Artavasdos,?$ or as actual rulers: 
Philippikos Bardanes, Leo V the Armenian, Romanos I Lekapenos, Basil 
I the Macedonian, and John I Tzimiskes.? Though we have evidence of 
civilian careers in later periods, when subsequent generations had become 
Constantinopolitanized, the point of entry seems to have been invariably 
that of military commands.** Moreover, barring a few exceptions, notably 
Mleh, Basil I, and Romanos Lekapenos, the newly arrived Armenian 
aristocracy seems to have been drawn originally from the same social 
stratum at home that it entered in Byzantium, so that integration into 
imperial society was a continuation rather than an elevation of its status.5? 

The last indubitable, indeed far too familiar, aspect of Armeno- 
Byzantine relations is the interchange of all but deafening polemic following 
the religious schism between the two, with its endless examples of dogma- 
tic recriminations and stereotypical ethnic insults. The seventh-century 
complaint of the imperial troops stationed in Armenia that they were 
“considered infidels in this country,"9 readily finds its counterpart in the 


56 N. G. Garsoian, “Valentine Arÿakuni,” ODB 3:2151; P. A. Hollingsworth, “Arta- 
basdos," ibid., 1:192; C. Toumanoff, Les dynasties de la Caucasie chrétienne (Rome, 1990), 
no. 8.16, p. 89 (Valentin). 

5 P. A. Hollingsworth and A. Cutler, *Philippikos," ODB 3:1654; idem, “Leo V the 
Armenian," ibid., 2:1209-10; N. Adontz, "Sur l'origine de Léon V, empereur de Byzance," 
Armeniaca (1927), reprinted in idem, Etudes arméno-byzantines (Lisbon, 1965), 37-46; 
Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 3, pp. 11-12; idem, “Lekapenos” and “Romanos Lekapenos," ODB 
2:1203 and 3:1806; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 270; N. Adontz, “L'âge et l'origine de l'empereur 
Basile I,” Byzantion (1932, 1934), reprinted in idem, Etudes, 47-109; W. T. Treadgold, “Basil I 
the Macedonian," Dictionary of the Middle Ages, ed. J. R. Strayer (New York, 1983), II, 
117-18; A. Kazhdan and A. Cutler, “John I Tzimiskes," ODB 2:1045; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 270, 
321-22. 

5* Kazhdan, Sotsial’nyj sostav, 142-50; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 257-58, 272. 

9 Cheynet, Pouvoir, 257-58. As is universally recognized, the Arsacid genealogy crea- 
ted for Basil I was altogether fictitious: see Adontz, “Basile 1,” 91-104; also S. Vryonis, Jr., 
"The Vita Basilii of Constantine Porphyrogenitus and the Absorption of Armenians in 
Byzantine Society," Evppéovvov: Agiépopna otov MavóAn Xaténôäkn (Athens, 1992), 
676-93. The father of Romanos Lekapenos was of peasant origin according to S. Runciman, 
The Emperor Romanus Lecapenus and His Reign (Cambridge, 1929), 63; but cf. Kazhdan, 
Armjane, 12. Mleh (as noted above, p. 65 and note 5) was probably little more than a bandit 
chieftain at the start. The family of Philaretos (see above, note 54) had been present in the 
empire for several generations before him, so that his career cannot be treated as that of a 
newcomer. Ás Cheynet, Pouvoir, 258, rightly observed, most of the great families of Arme- 
nian descent, such as the Pahlawuni, Taronitai, Skleroi, etc., let alone the descendants of 
Armenian royalty, were already great landholders in the East before their appearance in 
Byzantium. 

© Ps. Sebéos, 112. 
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opening assertion of the contemporary History of Ps. Sebéos that, "the 
nation of Chalcedonian might [planned]. . . to extirpate the fruits of piety 
in Armenia."9! The monotonous repetitions that the Armenians were not 
to be trusted since they were "very secretive and crafty," “depraved and 
deceitful," and that: 


The most terrible race of the Armenians 

Is deceitful and evil to extreme 

Mad and capricious and slanderous 

And full of deceit, being greatly so by nature .. .,9? 


are amply matched by Matthew of Edessa's endless strictures against "the 
perverse race of the heretics," “the perfidious Romans," “the powerless, 
effeminate, ignoble nation of the Greeks . . . similar to the cowardly shep- 
herd who flees at the sight of the wolf,” who “fled . . . not like the coura- 
geous lion but like the feeble fox," or the denunciation he puts in the 
mouth of the Armenian doux of Antioch: *O treacherous Romans, here 
is one of your usual betrayals."9 This dreary interchange, which reaches 
a crescendo in the dogmatic treatises of the eleventh and twelfth centuries, 
is far too extensive to detail and cannot be disregarded, but it does not at 
all times reflect existing reality. 
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H Ps. Seb&os, “Prologue,” 1. 

® Actes d'Iviron, I: Des origines au milieu du XI* siècle, Archives de l'Athos 14, ed. 
J. Lefort et al. (Paris, 1985), 123; Euthymios of the Peribleptos and Kasia as quoted in 
Vryonis, "Byzantine Images," 69; cf. ibid., 68, and below, note 64. 

6 MU, lxv, Ixxxiv, Ixxxix, xci, cxi, pp. 78, 113-14, 128, 130, 178; cf. MU Cont., 
cclxxvi, p. 359. 

% Vryonis, “Byzantine Images,” 76-81; Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 214 n. 185, on 
the largely unpublished treatise of Niketas Stethatos. Among the best known are the IIavo- 
nhia Aoyuatikr of Euthymios Zigabenos (PG 103, cols. 1173/74-1189/90), the Aóyoc otnAev- 
TikKÓc Kata Apueviov of the monk Euthymios of the Peribleptos, to whom the first Aóyoc 
of the mysterious figure usually, but not always, masquerading under the name of Isaak 
Kat‘olikos, is now attributed (PG 132, I, cols. 1155/56-1217/18; II, cols. 1217/18-1265/66). 
See H.-G. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munich, 1959), 
532-33; V. Grumel, "Les invectives contre les Arméniens du ‘catholicos Isaac," REB 14 
(1956), 174-94; and G. Garitte, La narratio de rebus Armeniae (Louvain, 1952), 369, 396-98, 
who notes the sharp difference between the insulting tone of the Invectives and the much 
calmer presentation of the earlier Narratio; and Garsoïan, Paulician Heresy, 104-6 and 104 
n. 86. See also below, note 90. The same clichés are also used by Niketas Choniates, “de- 
vious, dissembling and crafty Armenians,” 102-3. Among the leading Armenian polemicists, 
in addition to the kat‘otikos Xat‘ik I, see among many others Xosrovik, Xosrovik T‘argma- 
ni& ew erkasirutiwnk* norin [Xosrovik the Translator and His Diligent Works], ed. Garegin 
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Thus far, it has been possible to remain on reasonably secure and 
documented ground, beyond it, however, lie far more nebulous areas with 
only fragmentary or equivocal information. Within them several categories 
still remain to be distinguished. In the Byzantine milieu in which the Arme- 
nians found themselves outside their native land, ecclesiastical and imperial 
policies, too often identified, should be distinguished, even though they over- 
lapped at times. Still more crucially, the generic term "Armenian" is far too 
imprecise and all-inclusive to serve as a useful tool for investigation. It 
needs considerable refinement and subdivision to isolate its components. 

Let us first consider the setting in which the Armenians found them- 
selves as they entered the empire and the reception that awaited them 
there. As is amply evident from its pervasive polemic, as well as from its 
actions, the attitude of the ecclesiastical establishment is the easiest to 
determine. From the time of the official break between the Imperial and 
the Armenian Churches early in the seventh century, neither side could be 
anything but fundamentally hostile to those whom each reciprocally 
viewed as heretics.55 Even before the final break, the lines of antagonism 
were clearly drawn. Despite the obfuscations of later sources, there can be 
little doubt that the price of Vardan II Mamikonean's and Yovhannes II's 
asylum in Constantinople after the failure of the Armenian revolt in 572 
was communion with the Orthodox patriarch. According to Ps. Sebéos, 
a new imperial edict around 590/91, ordered everyone 


to preach the Council of Chalcedon in all the churches of the land 
of Armenia and to unite in communion with the imperial forces. 


Yovsép‘ean (Ejmiacin, 1899); and Polos Tarônac‘i, see below, note 195; also below, note 74, 
for Anania Narekac‘i. Much of the Armenian polemical literature remains unpublished or 
unobtainable. 

6° Despite the protestations of the Armenian Church that it holds to the Christological 
definition of St. Cyril of Alexandria accepted by the Œcumenical Council of Ephesus, and 
its anathemata directed, then as now, against Eutyches as well as Nestorios, its condemnation 
of the Council of Chalcedon automatically placed it among the Monophysites in the eyes of 
Constantinople. The Armenians, on their side, increasingly tended to identify the Chalce- 
donian doctrine with Nestorianism, although they had distinguished the two up to the 7th 
century. For the date of the official break between the two churches, see N. G. Garsoian, 
“Quelques précisions préliminaires sur le schisme entre les Eglises arménienne et byzantine, 
II: La date et les circonstances de la rupture,” in L'Arménie et Byzance (as above, note 47). 

# See above, note 28. Ps. Sebéos (i, p. 5) also accuses the imperial troops supporting 
Vardan's revolt of having burned the Church of Saint Gregory near Duin, thus provoking 
a riot; cf. J.-P. Mahé, “L’Eglise arménienne de 611 à 1066," Histoire du christianisme, IV, ed. 
G. Dagron et al. (Paris, 1993), 461-62. The forms “Orthodox,” with a capital, and *Chal- 
cedonian" have been used throughout to designate the state Church of the Byzantine Empire, 
its doctrine and adherents, without any implication of a value judgment. 
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The children of the covenant of the Armenian Church fled and 
withdrew into foreign lands. Many, holding the edict as nought, 
held their ground and remained steadfast; many, incited by ambi- 
tion, united in confession with them [the Greeks]. Then, the throne 
of the kat‘otikate was also split in two; the name of one [of the 
patriarchs] was Movsés, of the other, Yovhan; Movsés, for the por- 
tion of the Persians [Armenians], and Yovhan for the Greeks. 

Yovhan united with them [the Greeks] in communion, but 
Movsés would have no dealings with them.9? 


Safe beyond the imperial frontier, he scornfully rejected Maurice's sum- 
mons to a council of union with the contemptuous jibe 


I will not cross the Azat river [which is the Persian border]. Neither 
will I eat the oven-baked bread [of the Greeks], nor will I drink 
[their] hot water. 


In the same spirit, Chalcedonian sources refer to the Armenian dissident 
patriarchs as evil *heretics."9 Once again the imperial soldiers in Armenia 
complained to Constans II and their patriarch that the Armenians 


© Ps, Sebéos, xix, p. 91 = tr., ix, p. 36 (translation in text mine): "2pudwh byuh b 
dupounutul qhurgkay Aarmen bphjp duphpl Ge purging wa nghi unlupbu dësch 
quibgfh papa be mbzmpt dhwghh: Ge pugnede Suvubbuy quunmufppn Bande Sugnpipbu 
d hun npkgiul uc phun p. Pudwbkque tue bL wu fore hun flag pl nun Plath sEphnce, whack 
bert Unduku, be de wat) m[&ul; Undutu p upuhg Ynqdubl, be GmdGmbh! Onclug: 

Be Balu ph bauu Zeng bet dns nphgune, payg Undubu albbedph n EMA p bauu 
Saeuy:” This edict would presumably be for the Armenian territories newly acquired from 
Persia in 591. Cf. Dilger, Regesten, Li, no. 94 (ca. 590), p. 12, but the only authority given 
by him for the existence of the edict is the cited passage of Sebéos, also notes 16, above, and 
99, below; Narratio, nos. 90-92; cf. nos. 96-100; and N. G. Garsoian, “Secular Jurisdiction 
over the Armenian Church (Fourth-Seventh Centuries)," Okeanos: Essays Presented to Ihor 
Sevéenko on His Sixtieth Birthday, ed. C. Mango and O. Pritsak (Cambridge, Mass., 1983), 
reprinted in eadem, Armenia, art. 1x, 223, 226, 228; Goubert, Byzance et l'Orient, 212-13; 
and below, note 90. 

D Narratio, nos. 101-2; cf. nos. 103-8, pp. 40-41: “ʻO 58 kaBoAikdg Moofis où npo- 
oéoys toig rpooxayOsiot, Aéyov “OÙ ph napéAOo tov notapov ‘ACat ob’ où un gáyo 
oupvitaptv ovd’ où un niw Ogppóv*." See also the parallel account of the Iberian kat‘otikos 
Arsen Sap‘areli, ibid., pp. 226-27, 328. The references are to the Greeks’ use of leavened 
bread for the Eucharist and to the admixture of water in the chalice. Neither practice was 
acceptable to the Armenians. 

9 Narratio, nos. 110, 114, 116, pp. 41-42: “6 aipexikóc ABpadp Ka8oAiKdc,” “Kopt- 
tac 6 kaBoAióg aipetiKdc”; cf. Arsen Sap‘areli, “le catholicos Nersès (c'était un hérétique 
mauvais) . . . ," ibid., pp. 130-33. 
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consider the Council of Chalcedon and the tumar of Leo as blas- 
phemies against Christ God and anathematize them. 

And the king, in agreement with the patriarch, ordered that a 
decree be written to the Armenians so that they come to a confes- 
sional union with the Romans and not contemn the council and the 
tumar. 


The Arab conquest of the Armenian plateau and control of much of 
eastern Anatolia brought a brief halt to the hostilities by shifting the 
imperial frontier westward out of Armenian territories. With the begin- 
ning of the Byzantine reconquest in the tenth century, the ecclesiastical 
quarrels flared with still greater violence. Armenian monks expelled from 
the empire are said to have fled back across the border to create new 
foundations in their homeland, and Armenian ecclesiastics to have been 
murdered by Chalcedonian Iberians, though some episodes are probably 
exaggerated.”! The Armenian king Abas retaliated by blinding the Ibero/ 
Abkhazian prince Bēr for his attempt to consecrate the Cathedral of the 
Holy Apostles in Kars according to the Chalcedonian rite in 937.72 The 
center of the controversy seems to have been the imperial metropolitan see 
of Sebaste near the eastern border, where Armenian priests were reported 
to have been imprisoned, sent in chains to the capital, or tortured to death. 
Others, as well as two local bishops, were inveigled into communion with 
the Greeks at the instigation of the metropolitan with whom the Armenian 


70 Ps. Sebéos, xlv, p. 148 = tr., xxxiii, p. 112 (translation in text mine): “‘hapbe 
qubucphbu Ganhupku dp juzjompfea pumpudily, Rubgh whupgubs Gudupkbh Fpfunnub 
Hanne Ae qd nqmdh Ruglnnhh be qumaáhuph Lë ab, be bqndEh qom? Baken Spanduk 
bin fure ph Saypunytuned Sub Ari, be qpbb Spnfwpeut wn Laye, q bere: Be A 
Gwen upuiughh pig gnanbh, qf déi funubugkh gdnqndh be quineduph quib." Cf. Dólger, 
Regesten, I.i, no. 27 (A.D. 650), p. 27, who, as in the case of Maurice's presumed edict (see 
above, note 67), cites Ps. Sebéos as his only authority, as does Grumel, Regestes, 1.1, no. 301, 
pp. 467-69. 

IT Asotik, 29-31, 47; Vardan, Hawak‘umn patmut'ean Vardanay Vardapeti, ed. 
L. Alisan (Venice, 1862) = “The Historical Compilation of Vardan Arewelc‘i” [hereafter 
Vardan], trans. R. W Thomson, DOP 43 (1989), 186. Vardan is the only author who includes 
the renowned theologian Sahak, known as Miut, who was the presumed author of the 
answer of the kat‘otikos Zak‘aria to Photios (see below, note 86), among the fugitives driven 
from the empire: “He was bishop of Tayk* at ASunk‘; expelled from there because of the 
faith, he came to Armenia to [King] ASot,” p. 188. 

7? Asolik, 27-28; Vardan, 188. Cf. Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” 510, 514, nn. 504, 529-30, 
who considers the accounts of expulsions exaggerated and those of monastic foundations 
inaccurate. 
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katotikos Xa&ik I (972-92) exchanged polemical letters. Throughout the 
eparchy, Armenians were forbidden to sound their call to prayers.” For 
the first time, the Armenian patriarch consecrated Armenian bishops for 
imperial sees. As the imperial armies moved eastward under the later 
Macedonians, Chalcedonian eparchies were created in turn for the newly 
annexed Armenian territories. With the disappearance of the last 
autonomous Armenian kingdoms in the middle of the eleventh century, 
the Armenian patriarch Petros I Getadarj (1018/19-58), who had at first 
collaborated with the imperial authorities, as well as his nephew and 
successor Xa&ik II (1054-60), were detained in Constantinople or relegated 
to assigned residences in Asia Minor; the Armenian church treasures were 
confiscated.” At Xaé‘ik’s death, new elections were prevented, provoking 
a five-year interregnum, and the new primate finally elected, Grigor H 
(1065-1105), soon preferred to leave the precarious protection of the former 
rulers of Kars at Tzamandos/ Camentaw to withdraw altogether from 
Armenian territory and settle first in the Amanus range, and ultimately 
near Kesun on the middle Euphrates.” Illustrating the hostile sentiments 


D Asolik, 74-124, 127-28; cf. Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” 511-13. 

^ Asolik, 141-42; also the Armenian polemist Anania Narekac'i, in H. H. Tramra- 
zyan, Anania Narekac‘i: Keank'é ev Matenagrut‘yuné [Anania Narekac‘i: Life and Works] 
(Erevan, 1986), 144; MU, xxv, p. 34, mistakenly has Xat‘ik answer to the metropolitan of 
Melitene, with whom, he may have said, the patriarch had become friendly. The official 
collection of Armenian church correspondence known as the Girk* Tit oc" [Book of Letters; 
hereafter GT‘] (Tiflis, 1901), 302-22, also includes a letter purporting to be from Xaëfik I 
to the metropolitan of Melitene, but the documents in the second half of this collection are 
considered to be of dubious authenticity. Cf. Mahé, "Eglise arménienne," 513 and n. 524, 
following the modern Armenian translation of MU by H. Bart'ikyan. 

7 On the Chalcedonian eparchies in Armenia, see Honigmann, Ostgrenze, 202-10; 
Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 92-105, 162-67; eadem, “Some Aspects of the 
Military-Administrative Districts and of Byzantine Administration in Armenia during the 
llth Century," REArm, n.s., 20 (1986-87), 311-13; eadem, “Les Arméniens chalcédoniens 
en tant que phénoméne culturel de l'Orient chrétien," Atti del Quinto Simposio Inter- 
nazionale di Arte Armena 1988 (Venice, 1992), 467-69; eadem, Kontaktnaja zona, 63-64. 
Also, J.-P. Mahé, “Basile II et Byzance vus par Grigor Narekac‘i,” TM 11 (1991), 568; 
N. la. Marr, “Nadpis’ Epifana Kiprskago katolikosa Gruzii,” Izvestija Imperatorskoj Aka- 
demii Nauk 5 (1910), for the consecration of “Georgian churches” in the former Bagratid 
capital of Ani in 1218. 

76 AL, x, xiv, pp. 71-74, 87; MU, Ixxiv, Ixxxi, Ixxxv, pp. 85-87, 107, 114-15; Vardan, 
193; cf. Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” 521-29; Dédéyan, “L'immigration,” 72-73; and the 
older interpretation of Grousset, Arménie, 583, 593-94. 

7 AL, xvii, p. 91; MU, Ixxxix, xc, cx, pp. 127-28, 129-30, 172; cf. Grousset, Arménie, 
617-18, 635. 
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of the period, the troops of the Iberian Bagratid kouropalates David of 
Tayk*/ Tao are said to have turned the Armenian churches outside the 
walls of Xlat* into stables, answering to the scandalized Muslim garrison 
of the besieged city, 


*an Armenian church and one of your mosques are one and the 
same to us."?$ 


Most serious of all was the rebaptism of converts on both sides, in 
violation of ecclesiastical canons. We first hear of this practice in Armenia 
under Xaë‘ik I’s uncle and predecessor Anania I (943-67),? but soon 
thereafter, 


the marzpan Demetr who was ruler of the fortress of Gag, ... 
abjured the beliefs of his fathers, the Armenian faith, and gained 
the assistance of the Iberians. He bathed in their twice lethal 
waters. . . .9 


The Armenian heretical bishop Jacob of Hark‘,“slandered our faith and 
asked to be baptized according to the rite of the Greeks.”#! While at the 
distant monastery of Iviron on Athos, presumably in the days of Abbot 
John the Iberian (980-1005), 


arriva Gvirpeli, trésorier de Djodjik, un Arménien que l'on rebap- 
tisa et qui prit le nom monastique d’Arséne. . . .* 


The rebaptizing of Armenians was threatened by Constantine X Doukas 
in the second half of the eleventh century and the practice apparently 
lasted at least as late as the Komnenian dynasty, when Armenian baptism 


78 Asolik, IIL xl, p. 268 = tr., pp. 154-55, who dates this event A.E. 441 = A.D. 997/98: 
“Uke qeu, Aétakabk be qdbp dahhh dhuube Phas be." 

? Asolik, 36: "Aprés un examen bien réfléchi et après avoir bien consulté les saints 
livres, et par l'ordre du seigneur Anania, [the Armenian doctors] décidérent que les per- 
sonnes baptisées dans la foi de Chalcédoine recevraient une seconde fois ce sacrement, parce 
que les Chalcédoniens nient que Dieu ait été corporellement sur la croix et ait subi la mort, 
parce qu'ils prétendent qu'il y avait dans le Christ deux natures et deux volontés agissantes 

. que l'homme seul mourut en lui, et parce qu'ils sont baptisés au nom de la mort d'un 
homme." Rebaptism was also forbidden by imperial law: CTh. XVI.vi, 1-3, 6, etc. 

# Asolik, III. XXX, p. 257 = tr, p. 140: "http, np £p pojeb p buq pbpaph . 


mpupkug' p nga hplbuntkn pneubu fap, . 
AL, 111. 


€ Actes d'Iviron, Y, 34, cf. 19; and Asolik, 60, 157. 
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was not considered to be a true sacrament in the Panoplia dogmatica of 
Euthymios Zigabenos. The accusation of rebaptism of Armenians was still 
made against Isaac II Angelos.®3 

For all of its evident hostility and damaging policies, the position of 
even the Imperial Church cannot be dismissed as monolithic and conse- 
quently be treated in a uniform manner. Two clear periods of détente can 
be distinguished, first in the late ninth and early tenth centuries, and again 
under Manuel I Komnenos. Clumsy though it may have been, the *dis- 
covery" of the relics of the Armenian virgin martyrs at Constantinople 
during the regency of Theodora, and especially of those of Saint Gregory 
the Illuminator in 875, were gestures of recognition toward the Armenian 
tradition.* Gregory found his place in the Byzantine Synaxaries, although 
the evidence as to the precise place and date of his commemoration is 
contradictory.55 The Letter to the kat‘olikos Zak‘aria attributed to the 
patriarch Photios, tacitly recognizing the autocephaly of the Armenian 
Church as apostolic foundation through its greeting of Zak‘aria as the 
successor of Saint Thaddeus, and suggesting that the Armenian doctrine 
was in fact orthodox and consonant with that of the Greeks, pointed toward 
the opening of a dialogue. A partial rapprochement was achieved at the 
Council of Sirakawan of 862 at which the assembled bishops pacifically 
agreed to disagree.% The same conciliatory tone found in the Examination 
and Refutation addressed by Niketas of Byzantium to the "Archon of 
Armenia," bears no resemblance to the usual hysterical denunciations of 


9 MU, cexxviii, pp. 300-301; cf. cxii, p. 179. Euth. Zig., PG 130, col. 1188. For Isaac 
IL, see below, note 90. 

H Vardan, 163 and n. 5; pp. 177, 184-86. 

D Janin, Géographie ecclésiastique, 160-61. According to Janin, the date of the feast 
of Saint Gregory was 30 December, and that is the date given in the Synaxaire, ii, pp. 309-15 
under 21 Hori = 30 September, but Niketas, who brought the news of the discovery to Armenia, 
gives it as the fifth Saturday in Lent: Vardan, xliii, pp. 184-85; Adontz, "Basile I," 95. 

36 For the correspondence of Photios with Zak‘aria, see Grumel, Regestes, Lii, nos. 
473, 481, pp. 84-85, 88; cf. nos. 515-16, 548, pp. 103-5, 119; N. Akinean, “P‘ot patriark‘i 
tit*akc'uttiwné Hayoc* het" [The Correspondence of the Patriarch Photios with the Arme- 
nians], Bazmavep 146 (1988), 7-41; 147 (1989), 37-66; N. Akinian and P. Ter Polosean, 
"T*ult* P*otay patriark'i at Zak‘aria kat‘otikos” [The Letter of the Patriarch Photios to the 
kat‘otikos Zak‘aria], Handes Amsorya 82 (1968), cols. 65-100, 129-56; J. Darrouzés, “Deux 
lettres inédites de Photius aux Arméniens,” REB 29 (1971), 138, 155-56, and 156 n. 1; 
Narratio, 372-75, on the authenticity of this letter; K. H Maksoudian, “The Chalcedonian 
Issue and the Early Bagratids: The Council of Sirakawan," REArm, n.s., 21 (1988-89), 
333-42, note in particular canons xiii-xiv, p. 338; also Mahé, *Eglise arménienne," 492-95. 


74 Nina G. Garsoian 


the twelfth-century polemicists." Making an even greater concession, 
the patriarch Nicholas I Mystikos twice acknowledged to his colleague the 
kat‘otikos Yovhannés V Drasxanakertc‘i (ca. 897-925 / 26) that, “the Arme- 
nians, the Iberians, and the [Caucasian] Albanians . . . collectively comprise 
your faithful flock,” thereby recognizing the jurisdiction of the Armenian 
primate over the Chalcedonian Iberians.** The desired union of churches 
was not achieved, but a modus vivendi seems to have prevailed until the 
return to the earlier pattern of confrontation in the second half of the 
tenth century. Despite the invectives of the polemicists, however, a second 
détente can also be observed late in the twelfth century, when Manuel I’s 
envoy, the magister Theorianos, returned to Niketas’ inoffensive tone in 
his discussions with the Cilician kat‘otikos Nersés IV Snorhali (1166-73). 
Theorianos’ brotherly (&5e\gi«@c) arguments found their precise counter- 
part in Nersés’ urging that the discussions proceed, 


not in a spirit of contention or futile disputation, as has been the 
case hitherto for so long, with no profit to anyone, . . . but rather 
mildly and gently, *each bearing the other one's burden," and 
to heal the damages of ills, according to the precept of the 
Apostle.59? 


The Armenian Council of Htomkla even consented to a brief union, be- 
fore Manuel’s death and the empire's withdrawal from the East broke 
most contacts, paving the way for a return to polemical mythology, and 
to the maintenance of regulations against dealings and marriages with 


V Niketas of Byzantium, *"EAeyxog kai &ávatpom . . . ," PG 105, cols. 600, 624, 660; 
Vryonis, “Byzantine Images," 76, 78, and above, p. 67 and note 64. 

8 JK, liv, pp. 189-90. See Maksoudian’s introduction, pp. 36-37, for the authenticity 
and date, 913-914, of the patriarch's letter; also, Grumel, Regestes, Lii, no. 649, pp. 157-58; 
cf. nos. 647 and 717, pp. 157, 197; and Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” 505-6. 

9 “Oewpravod óp8o665ou Aret mpdc tov xaBoXikóv tõv Appeviov, I-I,” PG 
133, cols. 119/20-298/99; Nerses IV, Sancti Nersetis Clajensis Armeniorum Catholici Opera, 
ed. and trans. J. Cappeletti (Venice, 1833), I, ep. v, p. 203, "Examen autem ne fiat per 
contentionem, aut inanem disputationem sicut hactenus ex quibus nihil proficit per tot 
temporis . .. sed potius mite et pacate alter alterius onera portans [Gal. 6:2] atque ægro- 
torum infirmitates sanando juxta Apostoli praeceptum [2 Tim. 2:23]”, cf. Grumel, Regestes, 
Liii, nos. 1123, 1124, 1132, pp. 153-55, 161-62, in the last of which the Greeks abandon all 
the demands made on the Armenians in no. 1124; Dólger, Regesten, 1.11, nos. 1478, 1489, 
1505-6, 1527, pp. 81-82, 84, 87. See also above, note 87, and P. Tekeyan, Controverses 
christologiques en Arméno-Cilicie (Rome-Paris, 1939), 28-29 and 35-42, for the Council of 
Hiomkla. The letter of Manuel I (Grumel, Regestes, Liii, no. 1123) is not included in Dól- 
ger's Regesten. See also the next note. 
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Armenian heretics, reflected in patriarchal pronouncements as well as in 
the total agreement of Bishop John of Kitros and Patriarch Anastasios I, 
that Armenians should be segregated, lest their contact prove harmful to 
the Orthodox.” 

Faithful to its beliefs, the church usually held to an intransigent 
position. In theory at least, the emperor, ioanóotoAoc and ypiotopipn- 
toc, likewise could not tolerate dogmatic dissidence in a world where 
heresy was indistinguishable from treason, but raisons d état often urged 
oikovopía, so that the two diverged to some degree.?! Separate examples 
of heavy-handed imperial policy toward the Armenians, principally in the 
domain of religion, are, of course, easy enough to find, and the two policies 
unquestionably meshed at times. Campaigning in Armenia in 654, Con- 
stans II, possibly abetted by the philhellene kat‘otikos Nerses III, compelled 


% Vryonis ("Byzantine Images,” 81) characterizes the Byzantine polemics of the 12th 
century as "the final step in the demonization of a religious opponent" see above, notes 64, 
27, 32. Even during the negotiations and certainly after their breakdown, the ecclesiastical 
injunctions against observing Armenian customs, such as fasts, and consorting with or 
marrying them were maintained, see Grumel et al., Regestes, Liii, nos. 985, 995, 1034, 
pp. 71, 77, 101; Liv, nos. 1747, 1762, 1777, pp. 527, 542, 554, and below, notes 157, 161. As 
late as the end of the 13th century, an accusation of having taken communion with Arme- 
nians could impede the confirmation of a Chalcedonian patriarch of Antioch: ibid., Liv, 
nos. 1498, 1511, 1568, pp. 293-94, 356, 415; and we have seen that their segregation was still 
urged by the patriarch at the beginning of the 14th century: see above, note 32; cf. Dagron, 
*Minorités ethniques," 214. 

The Armenians on their side complained of the vexations they suffered from Isaac II 
Angelos. See Vardan, Ixxix, pp. 133-34: "Now P‘isik, who was also known as Sahak [Isaac] 
ruled over the Greeks and instigated persecutions and tortures against the nations of the 
Armenian tradition. Therefore the patriarch Grigor [IV, 1173-93] wrote a supplication to 
him to make peace with the people of God. But he did not heed him; rather, he converted 
many to his own religion and persecuted others. And where there used to be sees of three 
bishops and one thousand six hundred priests, these he gathered together and compelled [to 
convert], few of them escaping with faith intact”; cf. Tekeyan, Controverses, 52-53. It should, 
however, be noted that this persecution is not mentioned by the contemporary historians in 
either Greater Armenia (Kirakos Ganjakec‘i) or Cilicia (Smbat sparapet), and the negoti- 
ations continued for a time with the patriarchs at Nicaea and even after the return to 
Constantinople: Grumel et al., Regestes, Liii, no. 1199, p. 194; Liv, nos. 1214, 1290, 1309 
(A.D. 1213, 1239-40, 1247-48), pp. 17-18, 97-98, 115-17; see also, R. Devreesse, “Négotia- 
tions ecclésiastiques arméno-byzantines au XIII* siècle,” SBN 5 (1939), 146-51; cf. Délger, 
Regesten, Lii, nos. 1621, 1642, pp. 101-3; Liv, nos. 2157a, 2195, 2758, pp. 19, 26, 144. With 
the end of the 12th century, however, the attention of Cilicia turned away from Byzantium 
toward the Latins. 

?! N. Garsoian, "Armenia in the Fourth Century: An Attempt to Re-define the Concepts 
‘Armenia’ and ‘Loyalty’,” REArm, n.s., 8 (1971), 348-49, reprinted in eadem, Armenia, 
art. 111. These concepts were still valid in the later period; cf. Arutjunova-Fidanjan, “Military- 
Administrative Districts," 315. 
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the Armenian bishops, "some willingly, others against their will," to take 
communion with him at Duin.? In a last attempt to present a united 
dogmatic front in the face of the Muslim advance, Justinian II is said to 
have brought similar pressure to bear on the kat‘olikos Sahak III in 693.” 
Nikephoros II Phokas made his distrust of the Armenian border forces 
amply evident in his Novella and his treatise on guerilla warfare.” Arme- 
nian eleventh-century sources accuse Romanos III Argyros, Constantine 
IX Monomachos, and above all Constantine X Doukas, who plotted with 
the patriarch and all of the clergy in 


the pernicious and foul design . . . of destroying the confession of 
the Armenian faith. And he schemed to destroy through corrup- 
tion the faith of our Holy Illuminator Grigor. And he wished to 
establish his demoniac, confused, and imperfect beliefs in Armenia 
... to darken our luminous faith, and to transform the truth into 
falsehood, as is the custom of the Greeks.?5 


Theirs is undoubtedly a period of serious tribulation and even of a temporary 
hiatus in the Armenian patriarchate, coinciding with the Byzantine annexa- 
tion of most of the autonomous kingdoms of the Armenian plateau.” 
Subsequently, these sources accuse Romanos IV Diogenes of lending an 
ear to the slander of the Greeks from Sebaste against the Armenians and 


D Narratio, no. 138 = Arsen Sap‘areli, 331; cf. 282, 340; Ps. Seb&os, p. 112, puts the 
blame on both the emperor and the patriarch; cf. Grumel, Regestes, I.i, no. 301, p. 229; JK, 
xix, pp. 103-4; cf. Garsoian, "Secular Jurisdiction," 225 and n. 26; Mahé, “Eglise armé- 
nienne," 473-74. 

95 Narratio, no. 114; cf. Garitte, ibid., pp. 350-56. The Narratio is the only source to 
mention the summoning of the patriarch to Constantinople; cf. Garsoian, “Secular Juris- 
diction," 225 and n. 27; Mahé, "Eglise arménienne," 476. 

D See above, note 36, and below, notes 102-4. 

°° MU, xciii (Jerus. ed.), pp. 191-92 = tr., p. 133 for Constantine X (translation in text 
mine): “éwpugnels ke afd funpspgny . - - punba géung Gun ummy pumba be, be funpsbp 
bydwbhy unpulwh Bian géweunns umpp Imuwenpéhh Spbgnph. be padkgun ghep 
heure be gfeaanliudi np be q fbpupunnup gucunu Gunnnunnb, f ue... gmumen 
Genen fumewpkgne Sekt be qidupunr fef ih piq ons bel dek, npubu be umfope bh 
Bayhpt.” Cf. Ixxx, p. 106 (where the date should be A.D. 1058/59 = A.E. 507, rather than the 
1068/69 of the translation), Ixxxv, pp. 114-15; see also AL, x, xvii, pp. 49, 51, 55, 88, and 
MU, Ixv-Ixvi, pp. 76-79, on Constantine [X's treatment of King Gagik II and his destruc- 
tion of Armenia's defenses through his dismissal of the native forces; also above, note 38, 
and below, note 106. On Romanos III, see AL, vi, vii, pp. 28-29, 31; MU, xlii, p. 45; Vardan, 
190; Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, 191; and below, note 107. 

% See above, pp. 55, 71. 
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of swearing that he would annihilate the Armenian faith.” Finally one of 
the multiple anti-Armenian treatises of the twelfth century is attributed to 
Alexios I Komnenos, who was also accused of rebaptizing many Armenians, 
as was Isaac II Angelos.” 


Even so, imperial policy was by no means as single-minded and uni- 
form as these examples might suggest at first glance, nor did it invariably 
coincide with that of the church. In several cases where oppression is 
attributed to the emperor, his initiative is not clear and it may belong more 
correctly to the clergy. Thus, it is quite possible that the Armenian schism 
of 591 resulted from Maurice’s intention of bringing about doctrinal uni- 
formity in the territories he had just acquired from Persia, but whereas the 
Ps. Seb&os places the blame exclusively on the emperor, other nearly 
contemporary sources name the imperial bishop, Theodore of Karin/ 
Theodosioupolis, as the instigator of the troubles.?? Similarly, where the 


7 MU, ciii, pp. 166-67: “Les Romains circonvinrent l'empereur [Romain IV] et lui 
firent entendre des calomnies contre les habitants de Sébaste et contre la nation arménienne 
en général. . .. Diogène ajouta foi à ces propos, et jura avec menaces qu'au retour de son 
expédition . . . il anéantirait la foi arménienne. En méme temps il commanda à ses soldats 
de mettre à sac Sébaste. .. . 

. . Cependant les grands de l'empire, . . . dirent à l'empereur: *N'écoute pas les déla- 
tions de tes sujets, qui mentent, car ceux des Arméniens qui ont survécu aux guerres des 
Turcs, se sont déclarés les auxiliaires [des Romains]. Ces remontrances ramenérent l'em- 
pereur à de meilleurs sentiments; néanmoins il jura qu'à son retour il détruirait la croyance 
des Arméniens. Les moines ayant appris ces menaces, proférérent contre lui de terribles 
malédictions ... qu'il ne revint pas de cette guerre, et que le Seigneur le fit périr comme 
l'impie Julien." Vardan, p. 195, writing in the 13th century, does not repeat Matthew's con- 
tradictory account, but does accuse Diogenes of "threatening to make the Armenians com- 
pletely Grecised" and that, "on arriving in Kars, he burned the wooden Armenian church 

..," a statement unsupported by any other source, except MSA, 292 (which is not sur- 
prising since this version is considered Vardan's work, see above, note 18), but not by its 
Syriac original, MSS, XV.iii., vol. ITI, p. 169, despite its assertion that the Armenians aban- 
doned Romanos IV at Mantzikert. The accusation is all the more suspect that the Cathedral 
of Kars, consecrated in 937 (see above, note 72), was built of stone and is still standing, while 
the “wooden church" is otherwise unknown. See above, note 47, for Cheynet's doubts con- 
cerning the Armenian defection at Mantzikert and the sack of Sebaste, and below, note 112. 

% A. Papadopoulos-Kerameus, 'AváAskta ‘Iepoookuitikfis ExayvoXoyíac, 5 vols. 
(St. Petersburg, 1891-98), I, 116-23. For Isaac Angelos, see above, note 90. 

D See above, note 67. Both the Narratio (no. 101; cf. nos. 103-5, p. 40) and Arsen 
Sap‘areli (p. 227, cf. pp. 225-26, 412) state that Maurice summoned the kat‘otikos to a 
council in Constantinople, but both sources, as well as the Armenian anti-Chalcedonian 
polemicist John Mayragomec‘i, name Theodore of Karin as the convoker of a council at 
Karin, not the capital, and name him, rather than John of Bagaran, as the imperial anti- 
patriarch. See Garsoian, “Secular Jurisdiction," 226 and n. 29, and above, notes 67-68. Ps. 
Sebëos is not invariably trustworthy when he cites imperial letters; the one purportedly 
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pro-Chalcedonian treatise known as the Narratio de rebus Armeniae as- 
serts that Heraclius himself summoned the kat‘otikos Ezr to a council at 
which he was coerced into accepting union with the Church of Constanti- 
nople in 632/33, Ps. Sebéos presents the order as emanating from the 
imperial commander in Armenia, MZeZ Gnuni, and Armenian sources 
generally praise the holiness and piety of the emperor.'® In spite of his 
avowed wariness, Nikephoros II Phokas does not seem to have pursued a 
systematic anti-Monophysite policy, since, at first, he extended his protec- 
tion to the Jacobite patriarch John Sarigta, even promising to “make 
peace between him and the Chalcedonians," and freedom of worship was 
granted to the Syrians who settled in the devastated lands around 
Melitene where they flourished.!?! The Armenians do not seem to have 
been included in the emperor's edict, but neither were they involved in his 
change of policy, at the end of his reign. On the contrary, Nikephoros 
punished severely the anti-Armenian riot of 967, and the two ethne should 
not be confused.'°2 The chronicler Matthew of Edessa, ever ready to accuse 
the Greeks of oppression, praises him as, “a virtuous man, holy and ani- 
mated by the love of God.... Merciful to the faithful of Christ.”! Nike- 
phoros' military precautions need not, therefore, have had religious or 


addressed by Maurice to the Persian king Xosrov II and urging a joint anti-Armenian policy 
(Ps. Seb&os, 30-31) is an obvious fabrication. See above, notes 16, 67, 70. 

10 Narratio, nos. 121-22, p. 43, as against Ps. Sebéos, pp. 91-92. JK (xviii, pp. 98- 
100) depends here on Ps. Sebéos, and says that Ezr was duped by the emperor, but then goes 
on to say that the patriarch persecuted the opponents of the union; Vardan (p. 174) says that 
Ezr became a Chalcedonian because of his ignorance, an accusation repeated in his version 
of Michael Syrus, MSA, 226, but not in MSS, XI; cf. Garsoian, "Secular Jurisdiction," 225 
and n. 25; and Mahé, "Eglise arménienne," 470-71. For the praise of Heraclius, sec Ps. 
Sebéos, 99; and for a relief representation of Heraclius’ return of the Cross on the cathedral 
of Mren, see M. and N. Thierry, *La cathédrale de Mrén et sa décoration," CahArch 21 
(1971), 43-77. 

10 MSS, XIILiv, vol. III, p. 130; Bar Hebraeus, Chronicon ecclesiasticum [hereafter 
Chron. ecc.], trans. J. B. Abeloos and Th. J. Lamy, 3 vols. (Louvain, 1872-77), I, cols. 412, 418; 
Dilger, Regesten, Li, no. 697, sigillon, p. 90; cf. Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 188-98. 

10 See Dagron, “Minorités ethniques,” 187 n. 51, on the incorrect association of the 
Armenians in the sigillon of Nikephoros Phokas cited in the preceding note; also pp. 194-95 
and nn. 79bis, 83, on the relative insignificance of the Armenian population of Melitene until 
the later part of the 11th century (cf. below, note 107, on the distinction between the Syrians 
and Armenians); pp. 198-99, on the accusation of Michael Syrus and Bar Hebraeus that 
Nikephoros had broken his promise in 969, and the religious peace lasting until the death 
of Basil II. On the riot of 967, see above, note 24, and below, note 126, for the persecutions 
at Antioch rather than Melitene. 

3 MU, vi, p. 4. 
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ethnic motives, but may have been merely part of the general administrative 
pattern for acritic themes! intended for the control of an insecure border 
with a tradition of brigandage and desertion.!° The much criticized deci- 
sion of Constantine IX to dissolve the local Armenian forces, may likewise 
have been part of the transformation of the imperial military system in the 
eleventh century.!06 

This was undoubtedly the most repressive period, as the imperial 
authorities faced the problem of a growing Monophysite population set- 
tling within the empire. But despite the accusations of “satanic” plots, 
more sober evidence shows that the Armenians did not share in the con- 
demnation of the Syrians around Melitene under Romanos III.'^ The 


14 The “Armenian” acritic themes were smaller than the “Roman” ones further from 
the border. Their forces and commanders were remunerated on a lower scale, and they were 
subject to civilian judges representing the central authority; see above, note 46. Cheynet, 
Pouvoir, 323-25, also makes the tempting suggestion that Nikephoros was suspicious of the 
Armenians because they traditionally supported the Skleroi in their rivalry with the Pho- 
kades; cf. ibid., no. 11, pp. 27, 228, 267, 329, 332, 336, 476-77; cf. Dagron, “Minorités 
ethniques," 205; also Asolik, xiv, p. 56, for the Armenian support of Bardas Skleros, and 
xxv, p. 129, for the reliance of Bardas Phokas on the Iberians. 

95 On Armenian banditry and unreliability, see De them., 73; the “Life of Lazarus of 
Galesios," 513-14; Attaleiates, 135; Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, 218, cf. 228; Ibn Hauqal, 
I, 192; MSS, XV, vol. III, p. 162; Vasiliev, Byzance et les Arabes, ILii, 421; Dagron, De 
velitatione, 247-48, 253, 256-57; idem, *Minorités ethniques," 193, 195; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 
no. 87, pp. 73, 303, 401; idem, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 71 and n. 23. Vardan (p. 200) 
says that Basil of Ani, coadjutor of the kat‘otikos Grigor II, was waylaid by Greek brigands 
near Palu. The entire border zone was clearly unsafe. 

1% See above, notes 38, 95; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 379, 382; Oikonomidés, “Organisation,” 
151. The outrage of the contemporary sources still finds an echo in modern studies of the 
period, e.g., Grousset, Arménie, 574-75, 577-82, 586-87. 

107 The dossier on Romanos III's treatment of Armenians is ambiguous. MSS (XIIL vi, 
vol. III, p. 137), followed by Bar Hebraeus and Yahya of Antioch and cited by Grumel 
(Regestes, Lii, nos. 838-40, 846, pp. 253-55, 258; and Lu, no. 890, p. 18 (under Michael IV], 
of which the text of only the last two survives), accuses the emperor of persecuting the 
“Orthodox,” i.e., the Syrian Jacobites, of Melitene and of having the patriarch John Bar 
Abdoun condemned and exiled, though there is no mention of imperial legislation in Délger, 
Regesten, Lii, pp. 2-3. MSS (XIII. vi, vol. III, p. 14) then adds, “Ce n'est pas seulement notre 
peuple qui était affligé de son départ mais méme les Arméniens et méme les Grecs chalcé- 
doniens qui étaient dans la ville." This is the only sentence linking the Armenians to this 
persecution. There is no reference to these events in MSA (p. 282), MU (xlii, pp. 45-46), or 
Vardan (xlix, p. 190), and only a passing reference in AL, vi, pp. 28-29. Despite their gener- 
ally negative treatment of Romanos III, the only repressive measure they mention does not 
refer to Constantinople and the anti-Syrian synods of 1029-32, but to a minor episode during 
the emperor's eastern campaign concerning an Armenian monastery on the Black Mountain 
or Amanus. Even here, the reference of Kamal ad-Din to Armenians serving in the imperial 
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outrage of the Armenian sources over the treatment of their patriarchs is 
coupled with their own admission that, at first, Petros Getadarj was received 
with great honor by the emperor, and Matthew of Edessa lingers with 
relish over the ceremonious reception of the patriarch in the imperial city 
in 1049/50: 


Learning of his arrival, the entire city of Constantinople, together 
with the great nobles, rushed in excitement to meet the lord Petros 
and brought him with awesome pomp to Hagia Sophia. There the 
emperor [Constantine IX] and the patriarch [Michael Keroula- 
rios], having come to meet him, brought him to a magnificent 
palace. And the king [Monomachos] ordered that all of lord Petros' 
expenses should be covered. . : . The next day, lord Petros went to 
call on the emperor at the palace. The king, having heard of his 
coming, went forth to meet him and ordered that lord Petros be 
seated on a golden throne. ... And in this manner, lord Petros 
lived four years gloriously in Constantinople among the Romans, 
and every day he grew in glory and honor among the Greeks. 
Whenever he went to the royal palace, the patriarchal staff was 
carried before him, and as soon as the emperor saw him, he pros- 
trated himself before him. . . .108 


army during the campaign of 1030 (AL, 29 n. 2) suggests their situation was not critical or 
similar to that of the Jacobites. See also V. Grumel, “Le patriarcat et les patriarches d'An- 
tioche sous la seconde domination byzantine (869-1084),” EO 137 (1934), 136-37, and 
above, note 102, for the relatively small number of Armenians in Melitene in this period, as 
in that of Nikephoros II. In any case, the Armenians should not be identified with the 
Syrians, and it is possible that they did not yet present a danger in the eyes of the imperial 
authorities. Dagron suggests that the beginning of the persecution under Romanos III coin- 
cides with the first imperial defeats: “C’est le premier empereur vaincu, Romain Argyre, qui, 
au retour d'une campagne désastreuse, découvre l'hérésie dans l'Empire et décide d'y mettre 
un terme" (“Minorités ethniques," 199, cf. 193, 200-4, 208-9). See also below, notes 118, 126. 

'8 See above, p. 71 and notes 76-77, 96; AL, x, xiv, pp. 72-73; MU (Jerus. ed.), Ixxiv, 
pp. 123-25 (a.D. 1049-50) = tr., pp. 85-87 (translation in text mine): “Be jnpduef pri ab gg atb 
beten, quprbque anfblgh purquph Yaunubyplacyospu popunu) mbp Ülepnuh, Subqinpd 
thoutbdop be went zb sdumop mupuh qhu f uncpp Ungh, be al Sulepaybay Bag sp 
bi. sqannppuppph, be bnc gf qhu p Aeunen ap mubi. be Spanfagkug Buuncnphi muy Anke 
ip Vempoup.... pul pbphipnpg zz zcph ghug nbp Äëaapon wa Purguenph B uqun, be 
priku Pupucoph gët byubbp phe waw bapu, be Gpunfugbug lannm gab, quép bone 
goulp ubj ph, . n myuypup denn apos bude yagkay bp "anpra p nena plone yo pu 
BEP Znnmfag quadu apa, be ze memp jun Beat umop be upannncmp p d$} Ben hung, be 
dree kp faye h Yaquan Puquenphh, bunk gSuypuutmuqul quazanquildi pur) wb f, 
goptud nbuwbbp Puqgunaph’ Ephhp aquipmhbp, .. 
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Exaggerated and improbable though it be, this account hardly argues for 
Monomachos' hostility. Rather, given the date of Petros' exile, 1054, and 
the contemporary tension between the positions of Constantine IX and 
Keroularios, it may perhaps not be unwarranted to question whether the 
emperor should be cast as the villain in the subsequent difficulties of the 
kat‘otikos, or whether this role might be more properly assigned to the 
patriarch's need to underscore his overriding authority before the papal 
legates arriving in Constantinople at that very moment for the acrimo- 
nious exchanges that escalated into the Great Schism. 

Without denying the antagonism of Constantine X Doukas, it should 
also be observed that his threat to have the Armenian princes living in 
the empire rebaptized seems to have remained a dead letter,! and that 
dogmatic disputations, rather than coercion, achieved a brief doctrinal 
agreement around 1065/66.!!° Though it was soon repudiated by the 
Armenians, the confession of faith then presented by King Gagik II is said 
to have been accepted as orthodox by the emperor, who rewarded the 
Armenian princes and permitted King Gagik to return triumphantly 
home to the domain assigned to him in Anatolia. Allowing once again for 
gross exaggeration in the account of the victory of the former Armenian king 
over Constantine X and the Greek party, it does not suggest that this, or 
any other doctrinal discussion, ended in the repression of the Armenians.!!! 


1 See above, p. 72, and below, pp. 86, 114 and notes 130, 224. 

no MU, xciii, p. 134. These negotiations were carried on with the Armenian monk, 
Jacob K'arap'nec'i, also known as Sanahnec‘i, whom King Gagik II judged incompetent; cf. 
Grumel (Regestes, Lu. no. 895 [ca. A.D. 1066], p. 21), who cites MU as his only authority. 

UI MU, xciii, pp. 135, 151-52. The suggestion of Haig Berbérian [Pérpérean] (“Hayoc‘ 
kat‘otikosakan at‘otin barjumé 115 darerum erkrord késin” [The Abolition of the Seat of 
the Armenian kat‘otikos in the Second Half of the 11th Century], Handes Amsorya 82 
[1967], cols. 335-42) that the representative of the Armenians in this disputation was King 
Gagik-Abas of Kars, rather than King Gagik II of Ani, necessitates an alteration of the 
chronology. While extremely interesting in itself, it does not affect the present argument that 
the disputation ended in favor of the Armenians without any retaliation from the emperor. 
J. Gouillard (*Gagik II, défenseur de la foi arménienne," TM 7 [1979], 399-418) accepts the 
date of the disputation and the attribution to Gagik II, but, on the basis of the French 
translation, he considers the account a fabrication of Matthew of Edessa. However, he also 
notes the series of successful Armenian disputations of which this would be a part (ibid., 
401). The imperial summons to a dogmatic discussion are also listed by Dólger (Regesten, 
Lii, nos. 951,958, pp. 14-15) who, however, mistakenly identifies Gagik II as the kat‘otikos, 
rather than as the king of Armenia. Cf. MU, xvi, p. 25, for another successful disputation 
in the reign of John I Tzimiskes, and below, note 119, for the one in the reign of Basil II. 
There is no reason to believe that Gagik II had been forced to accept the Chalcedonian 
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The accusations of the Armenian chroniclers Matthew of Edessa and 
Vardan Arewelc‘i against Romanos IV are not found in the work of their 
predecessor Aristakes Lastivertc'i, who, on the contrary, reports that the 
emperor lost his prejudices against the Armenians upon seeing their 
bravery and promised to reward them and stresses that, whatever their 
feelings toward the emperor, the Armenian contingents did not abandon 
him at Mantzikert. Some may have remained loyal to the emperor even 
after his defeat, if we are to believe Psellos, so that the tale of Greek calumny 
from Sebaste may reflect nothing more than a memory of the traditional 
confessional hostility in this city.'? Despite the efforts of Alexios I to 
effect conversions, and the complaint of Michael the Syrian that the Arme- 
nian church in the capital had been burned in his reign,!? the Armenian 
units in the Komnenian army were retained, and the Armenians involved 
in the trial of Neilos of Calabria in 1094 were not condemned and anathe- 
matized together with him.!!4 

In less difficult times, the emperor's attitude could even be openly 
benevolent. John I Tzimiskes addressed King ASot III as “my spiritual 
son" and gave him the news of his victorious campaign of 975 as to "a 
Christian and a faithful friend."!!5 Unlikely as is the claim that the last 
Macedonian empress Theodora wished to marry the former king Gagik II 
of Ani and rule the empire with him, she displayed her goodwill more 
tangibly by releasing the formerly imprisoned Armenian princes and 
revoking the évoíktov, a tax particularly objectionable to her Armenian 
subjects, so that Matthew of Edessa praises her as, “a saintly woman... 


doctrine, in view of his praise by the Armenian sources, especially Matthew of Edessa, who 
was violently opposed to it; cf. Dédéyan, "L'immigration," 105-9; Mahé, “Eglise arméni- 
enne," 529-30. 

"2 AL, 126: "Sans raison réelle et ne sachant quelle était au juste la situation, l'em- 
pereur grec s'irrita contre le corps arménien et toute la nation arménienne, les regardant avec 
mépris. Mais voilà que son attention fut attirée sur la vaillance guerriére et sur les exploits 
de ces preux .. . qui, bien que beaucoup d'entre eux fussent animés de sentiments hostiles 
à l'égard de l'empereur, néanmoins ne trahissaient pas et acceptaient la mort, désirant que 
... il restát un bon souvenir de leur dévouement et de leur vaillance; l'empereur, alors, leur 
exprima son affection et leur promit de grandes récompenses." Even MU (ciii, pp. 168-69) 
does not suggest that the Armenians deserted, but that Diogenes entrusted the command at 
Mantzikert to “deux nobles Arméniens, qui étaient de vaillants capitaines,” and who fought 
to their death. See also above, note 97, and below, note 252, on the support of some of the 
Armenians for Diogenes even after Mantzikert. 

IB See above, note 32. 

14 See above, note 38; Alexiade, X.i.4, vol. II, p. 188; N. Garsoian, “L’abjuration du 
moine Nil de Calabre,” BSI 37 (1974), 14-15, reprinted in eadem, Armenia, art. 11. 

"5 MU, xvi, pp. 16-17; cf. also xiv, p. 15. 
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of exemplary virtue."!!$ The friendly negotiations with Cilicia were 
unquestionably sponsored by Manuel I Komnenos and did not long 
survive him.! Unexpectedly, though, the centerpiece of the Armenian 
chorus of praise proves to be Basil II. He is depicted as reversing the 
oppressive measures instituted by the metropolitan of Sebaste,!!5 favoring 
Armenian rites and practices against those of the Greeks, “many of whom 
he deprived of their ecclesiastical offices and stripped of their honors,”!!9 
presenting a fragment of the True Cross and other relics to the monastery 
of Aparank‘ in Vaspurakan,'” going so far as to convert secretly to the 


lé Vardan, 105-6 = tr., pp. 196-97. The translation attributes this episode to the 
empress Zoe: "Now the lord of Ani, Gagik, who went to Constantinople, was greatly im- 
portuned by Zoe, Theodore's [sic] sister, to become a Roman, marry her and rule over the 
Greeks. But he did not agree. . . ." "Pul qubph H, at ghurg li np gogue fh nnnwlgphncupothu, 
dem uigkpubuy Donnpfl pka Bak, ah ak Sana be uyg be be Bungunnpk Geckug, be n 
Sunmbbgue.” Cf. Dédéyan, “L'immigration,” 105; MU, Ixxix, p. 162. However, AL (xvii- 
xviii, pp. 88, 94) lavishes no particular praise on her; cf. H. Bart‘ikian, “L’énoikion à Byzance 
et dans la capitale des Bagratides, Ani, à l'époque de la domination byzantine (1045-1064)," 
REArm, n.s., 6 (1969), 288, for the Ani inscription referring to the empress’ chrysoboulion. 
There is, however, no mention of it in Dólger, Regesten, Lii, p. 12. 

17 See above, p. 74 and note 89. 

"8 Asolik, xliii, p. 163; and the panegyric of Basil II for this action by the leading 
poet of the period, St. Grigor Narekac‘i, Matean otbergut‘ean [Book of Lamentations], ed. 
P. M. Xaë‘atryan and A. A. Lazinyan (Erevan, 1985) = Grégoire de Narek, Le livre des prières, 
trans. I. Kéchichian (Paris, 1961), xcii, pp. 475 ff. Basil's reversal of the anti-Armenian 
regulations is occasionally placed in Melitene as well as Sebaste, which may be due to the 
confusion of the two in Matthew of Edessa: see above, note 74. Asolik's text, loc. cit., says, 
however, that when Basil II reached Melitene, priests from Sebaste came to seek his help and 
he abrogated the previous offensive regulations of the metropolitan; see above, notes 73, 102, 
107, and the next two notes. 

"9 AL, ii.x, pp. 15, 88; MU, xviii, xxxiii-xxxiv, pp. 26, 37-39, which also contain the 
successful disputation of the Armenian Samuel with the Greeks; cf. above, note 111; Vardan, 
191. According to TSovma Arcruni Continuatus II (PatmutGwn tann Arcruneac*, ed. K.‘Pat- 
kanean (St. Petersburg, 1887] Thomas Artsruni, History of the House of the Artsrunik* 
[hereafter, TSA], trans. R. W. Thomson [Detroit, 1985], 370), “At that time the imperial 
authority and the divinely protected city of Constantinople were held by a God-loving and 
pious man named Basil [II]. Then the survivors of the house of T‘orgom [the Armenians] 
turned to the emperor of the Greeks as a son to his father. The Greeks, filled with divine love, 
had compassion for the appeal of their children and summoned them from their various 
provinces. They gave them gifts, appointed them to the royal court, gave them great cities 
in exchange for their cities and in return for their castles, impregnable fortresses and prov- 
inces, villages, estates, and holy hermitages." This exaggerated assessment of the grants is 
probably intended to exalt the position of the Arcrunids, in whose praise this history was 
composed, even after their transfer to the empire. See also next notes and below, p. 120; cf. 
pp. 111-13. 

12 On the Holy Cross of Aparank‘, see Mahé, “Basil II et Byzance,” 555-73; idem, 
“Eglise arménienne,” 523, where he also notes Basil II’s outwardly benevolent policy, al- 
though the reality, such as, for example, the creation of Chalcedonian eparchies, let alone the 
imperial expansion to the East, was not always as beneficent for Armenia. 
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Armenian faith (!)!?! and finally recommending in his will to his brother 
and successor Constantine VIII that he treat the Armenian princes settled 
in the empire with fatherly love and solicitude, so that they still appealed 
to him for help even after his death.!2 It goes without saying that most 
of these episodes attributed by the Armenians to the idealized figure of 
Basil II are pure fiction, as Gilbert Dagron long since pointed out.!? 
Nevertheless, even after jettisoning from the Armenian sources all their 
dubious embellishments and accretions, their evaluation of Basil remains 
eminently positive, despite his campaigns of annexation in the East, and 
he is presented as a tolerant protector of the Armenians, at times even 
against the persecutions of the imperial clergy.'?^ 

The most that can be gathered from this disparate and fragile, or 
even contradictory, aggregation of testimonies appears to be that the 
imperial policy, generally less uniform than that of the church, oscillated 
between the tolerance required to accommodate the multicultural nature 
of the empire and attempts to impose dogmatic homogeneity.?5 Violence 


7! The purported secret conversion of Basil II at a monastery of the Black Mountain 
is found exclusively in the 1898 Valarsapat edition of Matthew of Edessa, p. 50 (cf. A. Dos- 
tourian, Armenia and the Crusades, Tenth to Twelfth Centuries: The Chronicle of Matthew 
of Edessa [Lanham, Md.-New York-London, 1993], 46) and is, of course, purest fantasy; 
however, Cheynet (Pouvoir, 336) does not automatically reject the account of the disputation 
between the Armenian Samuel and the Greeks. 

122 MU, xxxviii, p. 43; V. M. Vardanyan (Vaspurakani Arcrunwoy t‘agavorut‘yun (908- 
1021) [History of the Arcruni Kingdom of Vaspurakan] [Erevan, 1969], 221), followed by 
Dédéyan (“L'immigration,” 103), interprets Basil [ls instructions to Constantine VIII 
entrusting the Armenian princes to his care as a warning that they should be watched. There 
is, however, no intimation of suspicion in Matthew's text. See also the enthusiastic appraisal 
of TA (above, note 119). Constantine VIII is also praised by the Armenian sources as kind, 
pious, generous, and “full of kindness toward the faithful." He is, furthermore, said to have 
intended on his deathbed to return to the Armenians the fatal testament of King Yovhannes- 
Smbat of Ani willing his kingdom to the empire, but his benevolence was thwarted by a 
treacherous monk; AL, v.x, pp. 26, 45; MU, xl, lv, pp. 44-45, 68. See also AL, x, pp. 82-83, 
on the adoption of Armenian rituals by the imperial troops defending Mantzikert in 1055. 

13 Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 211-12 and n. 172. 

7^ E.g., MU, xviii, p. 26, and see above, note 119. This consensus cannot be disre- 
garded altogether, especially given Matthew of Edessa's readiness to speak ill of the Greeks: 
cf. Ixxxiv, pp. 113-14; see also Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” 523; and idem, “Basil II et Byzance,” 
passim. 

125 ] share here the earlier conclusions of Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 200, where he 
concludes,“la tolérance c'est l'impartialité"; cf. especially 204 (“Il est impossible de pro- 
mouvoir une politique militaire sans tolérance envers les ‘hérétiques’ qui forment l'essentiel 
de l'armée; le point de vue de Constantinople s'oppose ... à celui de la frontiére, une 
définition orthodoxe à une définition militaire et provinciale de la romanité. . . .") and pp. 210- 
11, 207, where he speaks of two policies, as do Cheynet, Pouvoir, 384, and Oikonomidés, 
"Organisation," 297. 
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flared up on occasion—at Sebaste, probably at Antioch, perhaps at 
Melitene,?5—but it tended to be the work of local ecclesiastical authorities 
usually unsanctioned by the central power. It did not spread throughout 
the imperial territory or achieve the authority and permanence of law.!?? 
In 992 at least, the state did not hinder the bishops from imperial sees 
from crossing the border to join their colleagues in the election of a new 
kat*olikos."* It may be worth noting that a number of the offenses of 
which Asolik complains are attributed by him to Iberians rather than 


1% For Sebaste and Melitene, see above, notes 73-74, 102, 107, 118. The case of 
Antioch presents some difficulties. As in the case of Romanos III (see above, note 107), MSS 
(XIILii, vol. III, pp. 131-32) is the only one to include Armenians alongside the Jacobite 
Syrians in the persecutions instituted by the Chalcedonian patriarch Agapios (978-996) at 
Antioch ca. 985. According to this account, both groups were converted through blandish- 
ments or force; those who resisted were driven from the city. Attempts were made to burn 
their sacred books and Holy Species, which were miraculously saved. Bar Hebraeus (Chron. 
ecc., I, col. 416) says that this persecution ended in 986. A second persecution, now at 
Constantinople, under Constantine X Doukas and instigated by an unnamed patriarch, is 
also mentioned by MSS (XV.i, vol. III, pp. 166-67), who stresses again that sacred books 
and the sacrament of the Syrians were destroyed by the Greeks, and that this was directed 
“non seulement contre notre peuple, mais contre les Arméniens.” Cf. Grumel (Regestes, I.iii, 
nos. 890-91, pp. 18-19), who, on the basis of MSS, dates this persecution to 1063 and 
identifies the anonymous patriarch as Constantine Leikhoudes, though there is no mention 
of this in Dólger, Regesten, Lii, pp. 14-15. MSA (pp. 280, 291) mentions the persecution and 
attempted burning of the sacred books at Antioch, obviously under Agapios, and also the 
profanation of the Jacobites' cross and Eucharist at Constantinople at the time of the exile 
of a Jacobite patriarch, who can be only John Bar Abdoun (see above, note 107), but he does 
not allude to Armenians. On the other hand, MU (lxxvii, p. 96 [A.E. 502 = A.D. 1053/54]) 
and Vardan (lviii, p. 195 [A.E. 521 = A.D. 1071/72]) both recount the burning of Syrian sacred 
books at Antioch after three or four miraculous salvations, as well as the divine retribution 
whereby the Greek cathedral of Antioch, with masses of Chalcedonians, and forty Greek 
churches were destroyed, whereas those of the Syrians and Armenians remained unharmed. 
In both cases the persecution regarded only the Syrians. Despite the late date given by the 
Armenian sources, this persecution, with its miraculous protection of Scriptures, obviously 
harkens back to Agapios' first persecution in the 10th century. The second Constantinopo- 
litan one, which they ignore, seems better suited to the events under Romanos III, all the 
more so in that Grumel’s Regestes, nos. 890-91, is an order to drive from Melitene those who 
reject the Chalcedonian doctrine. We have no other mention of Armenian books being 
burned in Constantinople at any time, and it is curious that no outcry at such a sacrilege 
directed against them can be found in the Armenian sources. Consequently, Armenians may 
indeed have been persecuted at times in Antioch, although the record is unclear, but these 
episodes seem to concern the local hierarchy, rather than the oecumenical patriarch and the 
imperial authorities. Cf. Dagron, *Minorités ethniques," 199, 209-11: *La tolérance ne se 
situe pas au plan local mais au niveau de l'empereur." Cheynet, Pouvoir, 384. 

17 The patriarchal decrees directed at heretics are not matched by imperial edicts: see, 
e.g., above, notes 107, 126. As noted above, notes 67, 70, the imperial edicts listed by Dólger 
are in fact citations from the far-from-authoritative text of Ps. Sebéos. 

8 Asolik, xxxii, p. 144 and n. 5. 
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Greeks.!? Even given the dangers of arguments a silentio, the lack of any 
solid evidence of widespread repressions—as against unsupported accusa- 
tions and complaints—and the absence of documented mass attempts to 
convert the ever-present Armenian contingents in the army or the refugee 
Armenian nobility must be kept in mind.! Especially interesting in this 
connection is the colophon depicting the situation in late eleventh- or early 
twelfth-century Cilicia, where the Armenians living under imperial juris- 
diction were not subject to any harassment: 


At the time of the decline of the kingdom and authority of the 
Armenians...a man named Apllarip [Abu'l-gharib], from among 
the Armenian princes from the house of Vaspurakan [Arcruni], 
being faithful, prudent and brave in military affairs, was sent by 
the autokrator Alexios to the districts of Cilicia to rule the capi- 
tal of Tarsus and Mamistra. He came there and ruled them 
according to their native regulations and laws. And he remained 
faithful to the Greeks, and he built temples of prayer in the 
mountainous and plain districts [Trachea and Pedias], for there 
are many who, in the midst of the Greeks, follow the worship of 
our Armenian race. . . Ji 


As we shall soon see, conversion to the imperial Chalcedonian Orthodoxy 
could do much to advance a brilliant career, but it was not a sine qua non. 

It is against this background—in which sporadic coercion and perse- 
cution, unquestionably occurred, but were not the rule de facto, for all of 
the stridency of polemics—that the assimilation of Armenians should be 
considered. The religious factor, which unquestionably loomed large, added 
an additional complication absent in the case of the Orthodox Slavs. At 


12 See above, notes 71, 72, 78, and 82, for the case of the rebaptism at the monastery 
of Iviron. 

1% Despite the accusations of MU (xcii, ccxxix, pp. 134, 301) that Constantine X, 
Alexios I, or Isaac II Angelos had either threatened to or actually rebaptized Armenians, 
these accusations remain largely unsupported. As we shall see, the Arcruni heirs threatened 
by Constantine X unquestionably did not change their religious allegiance. See above, notes 
114, on Alexios I, and 90, on Isaac II, and below, p. 114 and note 224. 

B See above, note 14. “Liq Anc augbaut Augquenpr Bach be Foe Eu dun, gps. 
gp zl Abbe bengk Zug! D atb whack, op bp f nabh dug purlpasbhe, pppbe qdfanbp[uf 
be aber? ke quipb h gape quunbpuadh, wnmplgun splphulayth Hei p queunu 
fih bgeng! helt Suypupuquphh Supunkh be Yudpuimpar Np Elba whole eng Sagpblh 
hupu ke un phia p be BA f Sanamupilen fich Brel ke obi unudupe aqui hg 
b bebe) be E qupnuhh queman, np be puqnodp uk fp JI Boeing Sugambn: wage fa 
upupsimfunipp: .. .”; cf. Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 9.6, pp. 34-35; no. 70.10, p. 158. 
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the same time, just as the Byzantine Empire, with its double ecclesiastical 
and imperial policy, cannot be treated as a monolith, neither can the 
"Armenians," among whom several groups must now be distinguished, 
and the importance of the ethnikon determined. 

Even before turning to the problem of the Armenians, one group too 
often identified with them and used in discussions of their role and treat- 
ment should be separated from them. There is no doubt that many Arme- 
nians were to be found among the Paulicians (the heresy had first arisen 
in Armenia whence it made its way into the empire), but its Armenian 
Character decreased to a large degree after the ninth-century reforms of its 
great leader Sergios-Tychikos.!?? The last leaders of the Paulician state on 
the upper Euphrates, Karbeas and Chrysocheir, were Greek imperial officers 
from the capital, as were the survivors of its destruction by Basil I in 872, 
Diakonitzes and the traitor Pullades.'33 Kouleon, Kousinos, Xantos, and 
Pholos, who gave so much trouble to Alexios I (according to his daughter), 
all have names that can under no circumstances be Armenian.* Anna 
Komnena, who was familiar with both groups, carefully distinguished the 
Armenians from the Paulicians, as did Euthymios Zigabenos.5 The Arme- 
nian ecclesiastical authorities systematically pursued them, as well as the 
later, related heresy of the T‘ondrakec‘i.!% Prince Grigor Magistros exerted 
himself to extirpate them from the territories under his jurisdiction.'?? 
Under these circumstances, the Paulicians should be treated as a separate 


132 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 232 and passim; eadem, “Byzantine Heresy: A Reinter- 
pretation," DOP 25 (1971), 97-113, reprinted in eadem, Armenia, art. 1. 

13 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 125-29; eadem, “Byzantine Heresy,” 91-92. 

'^ Alexiade, IViv.3; V.iii.2; XIV.ix.3; XIV.ix.5; vol. I, p. 151; II, p. 14; III, pp. 183-85. 

55 Alexiade, XIV.viii.7, vol. III, pp. 178-81: “té KOKA diAUmovnóAcoc návta Âoav 
aipettxoi [Maviyaíov]. ZovevoéBaAe Së kai tovtoicg Étepoc notapds 6 tæv Appeviov 
&Avpôc. . . .”; the Armenians and the Paulicians are also treated separately in the Panoplia 
of Euthymios Zigabenos: Titos KT" *Kat& tév 'Appeviov," c. 1173/74-1189/90; Titaoc 
KA “Kata tév Aeyopévov IIaoAwtávov . . .,"c. 1189/90-1243/44. It should also be noted 
that the ecclesiastical decrees against the Paulicians (Grumel, Regestes, Lii, nos. 383-84, 
788-89, pp. 26-27, 223-24) associate them with Athinganoi, Jews, and Phrygians, but never 
Armenians, with the sole exception of the last (p. 224) which merely gives the well-known 
Armenian pedigree of the early Paulician leaders, Constantine and Paul; cf. E. Tachella, 
"Les anciens Pauliciens et les modernes Bulgares catholiques de la Philippopolitaine," Le 
Muséon 16 (1897), 81-83; Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 130. During a visit to Plovdiv/Philip- 
poupolis in June 1973, I had the occasion to observe that “Paulicians” still formed a separate 
and identifiable component of the city's population, as did the Armenians. 

56 Garsoian, Paulician Heresy, 88-89, 94-95, 132, 139, 147-48, 232, and passim; see 
also the next note. 

77 Thid., 98, 139, 144, 150; Gregory Magistros, T ter [Letters], ed. K*. KKostaneanc* 
(Alexandropol, 1910). 
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case, and evidence pertaining to them cannot safely be used as an index 
of the conditions pertaining to the Armenians in general. 

A second group that, on the contrary, has been for the most part 
distinguished from that of the "Armenians" should also be mentioned 
here. This is the one composed of aristocratic families making their way 
into imperial society, primarily during the tenth century, sometimes identi- 
fied as "Armeno-Iberians" or merely “Iberians”; the most important for us 
here are the Phokades, the Vxkac‘i/ Kexkac‘i, in a sense the great Bagratid 
dynast of Tayk*/ Tao at the end of the tenth century, David the Kouropa- 
lates, and the much disputed figure of Gregorios Pakourianos, Grand 
Domestikos of the West and loyal supporter of Alexios I.?5 It is not my 
purpose to address here the vexata quaestio of their ultimate ethnic origin, 
which lies far beyond the scope of this enquiry, but merely to note the 
degree to which this group pertains to the question of Armenian assimi- 
lation and the sense in which the terms “Iberian” and “Armenian” were 
used in this period. 

It has been repeatedly pointed out, primarily by Viada Arutjunova- 
Fidanjan, but also, if more guardedly, by Alexander Kazhdan and others, 
that the term “Iberos” in the tenth and eleventh centuries, while unques- 
tionably used as an ethnikon much of the time, could also refer to inhabi- 
tants of the theme of Iberia created as a result of the eastern conquests of 
Basil II, or—which is the only excuse for raising the issue here—to 
Armenian Chalcedonians whose conversion to the doctrine of the imperial 
church had separated them from their original community.'? The sole 


18 Kazhdan (Armjane, no. 19, pp. 72-73) places the Phokades in the Ibero-Armenian 
group, although he indicates that earlier scholars considered them Armenians. Cheynet 
(*Les Phocas," 289-91, and Pouvoir, 213-15, 270, 324, 330 and n. 18) considers them to have 
been a Cappadocian family closely allied with and supported by Iberian princes. Tornikios/ 
Tornikes, son of the Taronite prince Aplanem/Apoganem, from whom the Tornikai were 
descended (DAI, chap. 43, vol. I, pp. 191/92, cf. genealogical chart, vol. II, p. 161), is not to 
be confused with T‘ornik, the Iberian founder of Iviron, whom Asotik, 59-60, also identifies 
as an [berian; see Cheynet, Pouvoir, 220 and n. 92; idem, "Du prénom," 62-64, but also 
N. Adontz, “Tornik le moine," Byzantion 13 (1938), 143-64, reprinted in idem, Etudes arméno- 
byzantines, 297-318, who argues for the Armenian origin of T*ornik and the subsequent 
conversion of his family to Chalcedonianism, making them “Iberians.” Kazhdan (Armjane, 
no. 15, pp. 47-48) lists the Tornikai among the Armeno-Iberian families, as he does for the 
Vxkac'i; see below, note 140. On the ambiguities surounding the Kouropalates David and 
the Grand Domestikos Gregorios Pakourianos, see below, notes 142, 144-45. 

1# V, A Arutjunova-Fidanjan, “‘Iver’ v vizantijskih istoënikah XI v.," Banber Mate- 
nadarani [Messenger of the Matenadaran] 11 (1973), 5-67; eadem, “Esšče raz o feme Iverija,” 
Kavkaz i Vizantija 1 (1979), 36-55; eadem, Armjane Halkedonity, 68-75; eadem, “The Ethno- 
Confessional Self-Awareness of Armenian Chalcedonians," REArm, n.s., 21 (1988-89), 351-53; 
eadem, "Arméniens chalcédoniens," 463-64; Kazhdan, Armjane, 143-45. 
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undisputed aspect of the Ibero-Armenian group is that all of its members 
adhered to the Chalcedonian confession. Beyond that are the often- 
reiterated facts: that Grigor Vxkac‘i/ Kexkac‘i, strategos of Larissa and 
Macedonia, called himself an Iberian in his Greek inscription of 1006/7 
at Egrek/ Agarak, whereas his kinsman Bagrat Vxkac‘i, katepano of the 
East, chose Armenian for his 1060 inscription on the cathedral of the 
former Bagratid capital of Ani, and was apparently called an “Iberian by 
race" (Vrac‘ azgaw) by the Armenian Matthew of Edessa, but an Arme- 
nian by the Greeks, Attaleiates and the Continuator of Skylitzes;!^ that 
Theoktistes too Eogryuévov, protos of Athos, used Armenian, as well as 
Greek, characters for his signature Jä as did Gregorios Pakourianos, in 
the Greek version of the Typikon for his foundation dedicated to the 
Theotokos at Petrizos, in which he admitted to having Armenian relatives 
even though he called himself an Iberian, as did Matthew of Edessa, at the 


14 Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 60-61, 70, 125 n. 5; Kazhdan, Armjane, 
no. 17.1-3, pp. 65-67, cf. no. 8.1, 8.3, pp. 29-31; P. Lemerle, Prolégomènes à une édition 
critique et commentée des 'Conseils et Récits' de Kékauménos (Brussels, 1960), 33-36; idem, 
“Nouvelles remarques sur la famille Vichkatzi-Kékauménos," REArm, n.s., 3 (1966), 177-83; 
idem, “Recherches récentes sur Kékauménos, auteur des ‘Conseils et récits," REArm, ns. 
5 (1968), 141-44; M. Canard, “La campagne arménienne du Sultan Salguqide Alp Arslan 
et la prise d'Ani en 1064," REArm, n.s., 2 (1965), 239-59; H. Bart'ikyan, “La généalogie du 
Magistros Bagrat catépan d'Orient et de Kékauménos," REArm, n.s., 2 (1965), 261-72; 
K. YuzbaSian, “Greteskaja nadpis’ patrikija Grigorija KEXKATZI (1006/7) i problema 
avtorstva ‘Strategikona’,” Ellinistitiskij Blizhnij Vostok, Vizantija i Iran. Sbornik v čest’ 
semidesiatiletija Clena-korrespondenta Akademii Nauk SSSR, N.V. Pigulevskoj (Moscow, 
1967), 113-20, etc. MU (Ixxxviii, p. 123) may have applied the identification “Iberian by 
race” to one or both of the “Infamous Roman” commanders at Ani, whom he accuses of having 
failed to defend the Bagratid capital. On the contrary, Skylitzes (113) and Attaleiates (80-82) 
praise his courageous defense of the city. Arutjunova-Fidanjan (Armjane Halkedonity, 61 n. 1) 
notes that the "abun rhe A 272 p and gane iim pug apu Seas ay sar Trew yr DN 
in MU, Ixxxviii (Jerus. ed.), p. 177 = tr., p. 123, “les infâmes chefs romains” and "ces renégats 
de préfets" [lit. "the renegade keepers of the citadel"] are both in the plural, so that the 
qualifier "sl ong wqque” (“Iberian by race") should apply to both. This seems to be the 
conclusion of Dulaurier, who puts Géorgiens (Iberians) in the plural. See also V. BeneSevié, 
Tri Anijskie nadpisi XI veka iz epohi vizantijskago vladyéestva (St. Petersburg, 1921), for the 
1060 inscription. 

V! Actes de Lavra, ed. P. Lemerle et al., 4 vols. (Paris, 1970-82), I, no. xxiii, pp. 185, 
374; H. Bartik‘yan, “Mec Lavrayi atajnord (Ptotos) T‘eoktistosi Hayeren storagrut‘yuné” 
[The Armenian Signature of Teoktistos Protos of the Great Laura], Banber Matenadarani 
11 (1973), 68-71, and plate, *SEOKTIXTOZ fi 4&nop aphgf PLolpnpumhu +,” 70; Arutju- 
nova-Fidanjan, "Armenian Chalcedonians," 350; A. Kazhdan, ^Efigmenskaja gramota 1037 
g. idejatel’nost’ Feoktista,” Banber Erevani Hamalsarani [Journal of the Erevan University] 
(1974/3), 236-38. 
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same time as Anna Komnena identified him as an Armenian;!? that at the 
end of the eleventh century, William of Tyre could give the composite 
description of Gabriel the ruler of Melitene as, *an Armenian by nation, 
language and custom, but a Greek by faith;"!4 that although David the 
Kouropalates indubitably belonged to a junior branch of the Iberian 
Bagratids, Aristakes Lastivertc‘i included his principality among the con- 
temporary “Armenian” kingdoms, and Asolik felt that a “lengthy” elegy 
on his death should be included at the end of his History;'^ that the 
Arabic Tale of the Brazen City was translated by his order into Armenian 
rather than Georgian; and that the many splendid contemporary churches 


'? P Gautier, “Le typikon du sébaste Grégoire Pakurianos," REB 42 (1984), 131: “Tò 
Aë napôv tumKkôv éypáon popoikóv, iBnpixóv te xai áppevixóv tfjg Kad’ hdc sda- 
yeotatns uovñs tfjg órepayíag Ogotókou tfjg MetpitCoviticons Kata tov dSexépPpiov 
pva tfj; éBôôunc ivóuctióvog Etovs ,6 B’, kai breypdgn nap’ Ëpod te adtod rop 
oefaotoÿ Ipnyopíou kai ueyóXovu Sopeotixon tfj tous tod IIakoupiavoó ià áppe- 
viK&v ypappátov, . . ."; on his Iberian origin, p. 21: “ktioBeïoav povův nap’ pod Ipnyo- 
piov tod evdoxia O06 osBaoctob kai ueyáXou Sopeotixov néons tfjc 900£0c, yvnoiov TE 
viod tod £v uakapiq ti Aner IIakoopiavob, tod &pyovtoc èv ën dpyovtwv ÖVTOŞ ... 
TV yévvnoív te ¿k vv Ébov Éyovtoc Er tç THV IPH pov raupaveotärns quAfjc, . . . ;" 
and on his Armenian relatives, p. 129: "XpucofoUAAiov tob Éyeiv pe én’ ddeiag napa- 
répyoi cà KTHpaTG pou ÉvOa kai PobAopat, Kai mpdc Toùs ouyyeveis Kai ávOpánouc pov, 
xKäv ts 9pnokeíag tHv Appeviwv tvyyávovow.” Cf. P. Lemerle, “Le typikon de Grégoire 
Pakourianos," Cinq études sur le XI* siécle byzantin (Paris, 1977), 113-91. See also MU, 
Ixxxviii (Jerus. ed.), p. 177, Grigor Bakurianin ordin, Vrac‘ azgaw = tr., p. 123 (see above, 
note 140); Alexiade, IV.v, vol. I, p. 73: *npóc tov IIakovpiavóv (ävñp . . . yévovg Aaprpod 
£6 ‘Appeviov éppmpevoc).” Only the barest sampling of the vast literature surrounding the 
disputed figure of Gregorios Pakourianos can be given here. In addition to the work of 
Lemerle, radically opposed points of view are to be found in P. M. Muradyan, “Grigor 
Bakuryani ‘Sahmank‘’-i Hunaren ev Vrac‘eren xmbagrutyunner gnahatut^yan harc‘i Surj” 
[On the Problem of Evaluating the Greek and Iberian Versions of the "Typikon' of Grigor 
Bakurian], Patma-banasirakan Handes [Historico-Philological Journal of the Armenian 
Academy of Sciences] (1968/1), 102-18; V. A. Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Tipik Grigorija Paku- 
riana (Erevan, 1978); eadem, “Arméniens chalcédoniens," 171-73; A. G. Sanidze, Velikiij 
domestik Zapada Grigorij Bakurianis-dze i Gruzinskij monastyr’, osnovannyj im v Bolgarii 
(Tbilisi, 1970), and its abbreviated translation, idem (A. Chanidzé), “Le grand domestique 
d'Occident Grigori Bakurianis-dzé et le monastére géorgien fondé par lui en Bulgarie," Bedi 
Kartlisa: Revue de Kartvélologie 28 (1971), 133-66; N. Lomouri, K istorii gruzinskogo 
Petritsonskago monastyrja (Tbilisi, 1980); Kazhdan, Armyjane, nos. 16.8-10, 16.12; 17.2-3; 
64.3, pp. 60-66, 140; B. Skoulatos, Les personnages byzantins de l'Alexiade (Louvain, 1980). 

183 Guillelmus Tyrensis Archiepiscopus, “Historia rerum in partibus transmarinis gesta- 
rum," PL 201, X.xxiv, col. 478A: "Erat autem praedictus Gabriel natione, lingua et habitu 
Armenius; fide tamen Graecus." Arutjunova-Fidanjan, "Armenian Chalcedonians," 351; eadem, 
Armjane Halkedonity, 175. See below, note 168, for the case of Philaretos Brakhamios. 

4 AL, 91: “Outre le royaume de Dawit* Curopalate . . . il y avait en Arménie quatre 
trónes royaux”, Asotk, xliii, 161-62; Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 20.9(25), p. 131 (David II 
le Grand). 
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of his principality belong to a hybrid style known as Armeno-Georgian, 
and the Georgian inscription on the chapel of Gurgén next to the great 
cathedral church at I$xan has an addition in Armenian characters.!^ All 
of these are patent contradictions which, pointing toward a conclusion 
that attempts to enforce rigid categories separating "Iberians" from 
"Armenians" or to pinpoint their ultimate origin, do little to illuminate 
their roles and ultimately lead to dead ends. 

The multilingual, multicultural world of the eastern borders of the 
Byzantine Empire under the Macedonians, from which the families of both 
groups first made their appearance, is best exemplified by the brilliant 
court of David the Kouropalates, which belonged simultaneously to the 
Greek, Iberian,and Armenian worlds. Afterveryfew generationsofintermar- 
riages, such as those between the “Iberian” Phokades and the “Armenian” 
Skleroi or Kourkouas-Tzimiskai, for example,' the question of limpieza 
de sangre could hardly be raised. The numerous translations from Arme- 
nian into Georgian dating from this period or the translations of Greek 
philosophy into Armenian by Grigor Magistros!^ suggest likewise that 


145 N. Akinean, “Zroyc® Ptnayé k‘atak‘i” [The Tale of the Brazen City], Handes Am- 
sorya (1958/ 1-4), cols. 21-41; Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 81-82; eadem, 
"Armenian Chalcedonians," 349-51, where she also refers to the existence of manuscripts 
with bi- and trilingual colophons and inscriptions and adduces other examples, as does 
A. M. Lidov, "L'art des Arméniens chalcédoniens,” Atti del Quinto Simposio Internazionale 
di Arte Armena (Venice, 1992), 494. See W. Djobadze, Early Medieval Monasteries in His- 
toric Tao, KlarjetG and Savset% (Stuttgart, 1992), 217 and fig. 79, for the bilingual inscrip- 
tion on the chapel of Gurgen. Commentaries on the inscription at I$xan and the donor relief 
at Ofki (see below, note 187) are from personal observations during a trip to Tayk^/ Tao (the 
region of Artvin in northeastern Turkey) in August 1991. See also A. Alpago-Novello et al., 
Art and Architecture in Medieval Georgia (Louvain-la-Neuve, 1980), 244-51, on the un- 
profitable differentiations between Armenian and Georgian mediaeval architecture. 

6 See Cheynet, Pouvoir, 268-71; idem, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 72-73 and 
n. 22, identifies a seal of particular interest with the double name “Arsakides [Pahlawuni]- 
Pakourianos" (see above, note 49, for the Pahlawuni use of the Arsacid name); and below, 
pp. 95,99 and note 174. These intermarriages, with the intermingling of blood lines, are also 
noted by Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 64, p. 142. 

V? I, V, Abuladze, Gruzino-armjanskie literaturnye svjazi v IX-X vv. (Tbilisi, 1944); 
Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 47; eadem, "Armenian Chalcedonians," 348-49; 
eadem, “Arméniens chalcédoniens," 464, 472-75; M. Leroy, "Grégoire Magistros et les traduc- 
tions arméniennes des auteurs grecs," A/PHO 3 (1935) = Mélanges Capart, 263-94. Magis- 
tros knew Armenian, Greek, probably Syriac, and perhaps some Arabic; cf. Thomson, 
“Armenians in Exile," 436-37; C. J. Yarnley, “A Study of the Spread of Byzantine Religious 
and Cultural Ideas among the Armenians in the Tenth and Eleventh Centuries A.D.,” 
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no watertight cultural partitions should artificially be imposed. Memories 
of ethnic origins undoubtedly lingered and could at times be used, usually 
with pejorative, rather than descriptive, intent. The ethnika had not 
vanished altogether from the vocabulary, but neither we, nor seemingly 
the contemporaries, could define their content with precision. Even a 
glance at the cursus honorum of both groups and at the treatment of their 
elites within the empire reveals no appreciable differences beyond indi- 
vidual cases or shifts in imperial policy.!^ If so, a sharp distinction between 
the “Iberian” and "Armenian" aristocracies can hardly be maintained, as 
long as they shared the same Chalcedonian confession, and any segrega- 
tion of the “Ibero-Armenian” group from at least some of their "Arme- 
nian" contemporaries does not seem useful or warranted for the purpose 
of the present investigation. !50 

Taking the term "Armenians" purely at face value, as a single and 
uniform unit, however, raises further problems in view of Cheynet's 
caveat: “Les Arméniens ne formaient . .. pas une communauté unie dans 
son hostilité à Byzance. .. . Les haines entre factions arméniennes l'em- 
portaient sur une solidarité ethnique."*! What then are these factions 
that should be distinguished from one another? The traditional line of 


Eastern Churches Review 8/1 (1976), 49-51, who makes the untenable suggestion that 
Magistros may have been a Chalcedonian; see below, p. 99 and notes 173-74; Dédéyan, 
“L'immigration,” 94-95. Also N. Akinean, Simeon Pljahanec'i ew ir vracerén t‘argmanut iwné 
[Simeon Pljakanec‘i and His Georgian Translations] (Vienna, 1951); idem, “Yovsep® 
Kostandnupolsec‘i” [Joseph of Constantinople], Handes Amsorya (1957), for translations 
made from Greek into Armenian for purposes of proselytism. 

8 E g., Nik. Chon., 253: Perceiving that the patriarch's [Theodosios Boradiotes, 
1178-83] thick brows knitted in anger revealed his internal feelings, Andronikos [I] re- 
marked, **"Ióe, ... Ba00c 'Appévtoc,' énei xai tò matp@ov yévos EE 'Appeviov ÉAkew 
ëkéyerto”, cf. Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 61, p. 133 and no. 64.3, p. 144. 

49 Cheynet, Pouvoir, 335 and 507-15, for the “index analytique" of titles and digni- 
ties; idem, *Les Arméniens de l'Empire," pp. 69-78, where he comes to a conclusion similar 
to the one proposed here. Kazhdan, Armjane, 146-47. See also the next note. 

19 Kazhdan (4rmjane, no. 65, pp. 144-45) also notes the artificiality of these divisions 
and proposes the felicitous definition of Armeno-Iberians as a particular ethnic mani- 
festation developed on Armenian and Iberian soil, particularly in Tayk* and character- 
ized by a Chalcedonian confession: *ApwsHo-HBypckas apHCTOKpaTH3—9TO He apMaHe, 
'HeHalIHOHaJIH3OBaHHbIE'! H CTaBHIHC TPY3HHAMH, HO, CKOpee BCETO, OCOGOE 3THHueckoe 
o6pa3oBaHHe, BO3HHKINEE Ha apMsHCKOR H TPY3HHCKOË nouae, npexye Bcero B OOJIACTH 
Taëxa, n ormgaatoiteecg npHHaJUICKHOCTBIO K XàJIKH/IOHCKOMy BepoHCIIOBE/IAHHIO." 

5! Cheynet, Pouvoir, 397-99; idem, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 69. Vryonis (“Byzan- 
tine Images," 65, 71-72) also differentiates between the Armenians in Constantinople and 
those in the eastern borderlands. 
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separation has been the confessional one opposing the Armenian *Mono- 
physites," who maintained their allegiance to their national autocepha- 
lous Church in schism with Constantinople since the seventh century, 
and the *Chalcedonians," who had accepted communion with Imperial 
Orthodoxy.!#? Such a division has unquestionably proved useful, but even 
it is too general and requires further refinement. On the “Chalcedonian” 
side, the great magnates of Armenian descent in the imperial ruling class 
of the tenth to twelfth centuries do not seem to have followed the same 
path as the contemptuously named Cat*/ Tzatoi, who nevertheless shared 
their ethnic background and confessional affiliation. Among the Arme- 
nian “Monophysites,” the eleventh-century group composed of the Bagratid 
and Arcrunid former rulers of Ani, Kars and Vaspurakan, for whom I 
should like to borrow the modern term, “the Royals," needs to be distin- 
guished from the great mass of the Armenian population that likewise 
remained attached to its traditional beliefs and customs. It is only by 
observing these subdivisions that even a tentative conclusion on the inte- 
gration of "Armenians" into Byzantine society can be approached. Let us, 
then, consider them one by one. 

Unquestionably the best known and most minutely studied are the 
aristocratic families of Armenian descent entering imperial society, pri- 
marily in the tenth to twelfth centuries, when they formed a significant 
portion of the ruling class, although individual cases can be identified 
much earlier. Little remains to be said about these magnates after the 
studies of Kazhdan, Seibt, Cheynet, and many others, nor is it necessary 


152 Ee, inter multos alios, Vryonis, “Byzantine Images,” 71-72; idem, “Byzantine and 
Turkish Societies and Their Sources of Manpower," in idem, Byzantina kai Metabyzantina, 
II (Malibu, Calif., 1981), art. 111, 138-39; see also Cheynet, Pouvoir, 396; idem, “Les Armé- 
niens de l'Empire," 69. 

153 See above, note 55; see also N. Adontz, “Les Taronites en Arménie et à Byzance,” 
Byzantion (1934-36), reprinted in idem, Etudes arméno-byzantines, 197-263; W. Seibt, Die 
Skleroi: Eine prosopographisch-sigillographische Studie (Vienna, 1967); Cheynet, Pouvoir, 
214-16, 221, 226, 228, 269—71, 323, on the Skleroi, Taronites, Kourtikioi-Brakhamioi, etc. 
Kazhdan (Armjane, 146-68) estimates that families of Armenian descent made up some ten 
to fifteen percent of the ruling class at the height of their importance. Since the focus of the 
present paper is on "Armenians," examples here have deliberately been chosen very conser- 
vatively from families still considered of clear Armenian origin, such as the Skleroi (in spite 
of the reservations of Kazhdan, Armjane, 75), the Lekapenoi, Kourkouas-Tzimiskai, Kour- 
tikioi, and Taronitai. Even the Armenopouloi have been omitted, in spite of their name, on 
account of Kazhdan's observation, ibid., 99-100, that they were too numerous to have been 
all of the same descent. Similarly, the Doukai, accepted as Armenians by both Adontz and 
Charanis, have been left out on the basis of D. Polemis, 7he Doukai (London, 1968), 5-6. 
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to reiterate that the overwhelming majority of them had converted to 
Orthodoxy, probably within the first generation of their establishment on 
imperial territory and before the move from their Anatolian homes to the 
capital, or to newly granted estates further to the west.'54 Consequently, 
they had become identical with their “Iberian” social equals as far as 
religion was concerned. Leaving aside as self-evident the cases of 
emperors (Leo V, Romanos I Lekapenos, John I Tzimiskes, or Basil I) or 
imperial ecclesiastical figures (ranging upward from various monks and 
nuns all the way to the œcumenical patriarch Michael II Kourkouas 
Oxeites [1143-46], and even a saint with Mary the Younger),'^9 two indices 
are particularly useful for the identification of the conversion to Chalce- 
donian Orthodoxy required for full participation in the Byzantine world. 


154 Cheynet (Pouvoir, 283, and "Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 67) is of the opinion 
that, *au bout de deux ou trois générations, l'intégration était accomplie au point que le 
comportement de ces Arméniens ne différait pas de celui du reste de l'aristocratie, à moins 
qu'ils ne soient restés en contact permanent avec un milieu où vivaient de nombreux Armé- 
niens"; this opinion is shared by I. Brousselle, “L'intégration des Arméniens dans l'aristo- 
cratie byzantine au IX* siècle,” L’Arménie et Byzance (as above, note 47), 50; see also 
Cheynet, Pouvoir, 237-42, for the transfers westward. Some of the Armenians entering the 
empire may, of course, have been Chalcedonians in their native land, since a sizeable number 
of them could be found in Armenia from early times: see Arutjunova-Fidanjan, "Armenian 
Chalcedonians," 347, and Garitte, Narratio, 357, 359-61, 398-99, on the Narratio as an 
Armenian Chalcedonian text composed ca. 700, and below, pp. 103-4 and note 191. Never- 
theless, such a manifestation is never noted by the sources, and the majority of the new 
nobility undoubtedly converted. 

155 See above, note 59, for the unchanged social status of the émigré nobility. 

56 Ee, "Iyv&tio; povaydc 6 LKAnpds and 6 povaxóc Booiiroc ô EkAnpôc Kai 
fiyoóuevog KapáxkaAa: Seibt, Die Skleroi, nos. 26, 29, pp. 102, 106-7; Kazhdan, Armjane, 
no. 20.24-25, p. 81; the monk Romanos Taronites: ibid., no. 6.17, p. 23; the nun Zoe Seneka- 
rima, presumably a distant descendant of the Arcruni royal house (see below, note 243), 
known from her seal: V. Laurent, Le corpus des sceaux de l'Empire byzantin V: L'Eglise II 
(Paris, 1972), no. 1477; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 9.9, p. 35; the patriarch Michael II Kour- 
kouas Oxeites (1143-46), whose nephew George was likewise an ecclesiastic: Kazhdan, Ar- 
mjane, no. 4.4-5, p. 14. The patriarch Theodosios Boradiotes is also identified by Niketas 
Choniates as being Armenian on his father's side: see above, note 148. Saint Mary the 
Younger, AASS Nov. 4:688-705. Both George Bourtzes, metropolitan of Athens, and the 
metropolitan Leo Bourtzes (Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 23.16-17, p. 88) and George Tornikes, 
metropolitan of Ephesus in 1155 (ibid., no. 15.19, p. 54; Adontz, "Les Taronites," 262-63; 
Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 15.10(28), who however dates him to 1204), are often vited as 
ecclesiastics of Armenian descent: e.g., Vryonis, “Byzantine Images," 70-71. However, see 
above, note 55, for Cheynet's reservations on the Bourtzai. Basing themselves on the iden- 
tification of Tornikes as the son of Apoganem, brother of the prince of Taron in the DAT 
(chap. 43, vol. I, pp. 192/93, 11. 100-101; cf. the genealogical table, vol. II, p. 161), Adontz 
(“Les Taronites," 251) and Toumanoff (Dynasties, 115-20) treat the Taronites and Tornikai 
as one and the same family. Yet Kazhdan (Armjane, 47), although agreeing that that Tornikai 
were descendants of Apoganem, prefers to assign them to the more ambiguous group of 
Armeno-Iberian families. 
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The first of these is the ample evidence for intermarriages between the 
Armenian émigrés and obviously Orthodox magnates of Greek or Bul- 
garian descent, let alone with the imperial family. Yet the ecclesiastical 
canons reiterated their rigorous injunctions against marriages with Arme- 
nian “heretics”: 


If a Christian woman marries an Armenian or another heretic, 
either through ignorance or even knowingly, and he refuses to be 
reunited with the Church, what should the woman do?—She must 
separate from him, and if the sin was committed knowingly, the 
woman must be severely punished.!5? 


It is difficult to imagine that the sister of Nikephoros II Phokas (married 
to the son of Theophilos Kourkouas and the mother of John I Tzimiskes), 58 
Nikephoros' niece Sophia Phokaina (married to Bardas Skleros' brother 
Constantine), or Romanos III’s sister Pulcheria Argyropoulina (wife of 
Basil Skleros),! or yet Maria Komnena (the sister of Alexios I and wife 
of Michael Taronites), and the emperor's daughter Theodora (married to 
Constantine Kourtikios),!9 all of whose husbands were of Armenian de- 
scent, would have run the risk of this condemnation, or that such transgres- 
sions, had they occurred, should have passed unnoticed given the prominent 
social position of the individuals involved.'é! Consequently, the Ortho- 
doxy of both spouses must have been equally impeccable. 


1? Grumel, Regestes, Lu, no. 1034(9), p. 101. This nomocanon is not dated, but it 
was probably prepared in the name of the patriarch Nicholas IV Mouzalon (1147-51) (cf. 
p. 102). See also Lii, no. 846, p. 259 (1039), on the nullity of a marriage between an Orthodox 
and a heretic; Lu, no. 1036, p. 103, and Liv, nos. 1747, 1762, 1777, pp. 527, 542, 554 are all 
attributed to the second patriarchate of Athanasios I (1303-9); also Theodore Balsamon, 
“Epatisets kavovixai to} &yiwtatou ratpiépyov 'AXc&£avópsíag Mápkov,” PG 138, 
no. 33, col. 985/86CD: a woman married to a heretic could not partake of the sacrament. 

18 Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 4, p. 13; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 270. 

1? Seibt, Die Skleroi, nos. 11, 15, pp. 58, 70; Kazhdan, Armjane, nos. 20.1, 20.4, pp. 76- 
77; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 270. The daughter of Basil Skleros was the second wife of Constantine 
IX Monomachos, but died before his accession: Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 20.5, p. 77. 

19 Adontz, “Les Taronites," 244-45; Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 8(26), p. 117; Kazh- 
dan, Armjane, no. 6.6, p. 16. However, this marriage was dissolved. 

16! Speros Vryonis (Byzantina, art. 111, 131) presumes that the canons forbidding mar- 
riage with heretics were often violated, but it seems unlikely, given the number of cases and 
the exalted social status of the spouses considered here, that this could have been condoned 
or overlooked without causing widespread scandal of which some echo would have survived, 
especially given the relatively recent affair of Leo VI’s tetragamy and the strictures of Constan- 
tine Porphyrogenitus, DAZ, chap. 13, vol. I, pp. 72/73: “TI&ç yap éovw tóv évôeyopévov 
Xpiotiavods peta áríotov yapıkàç koivovíag zoteiv kai ovurevbepriéleiv, To kavóvoc 
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The second indicator of assimilation is provided by the anthroponymy 
of this group. In earlier centuries, the Armenian generals of the sixth to 
eighth centuries—Artabasdos/Artawazd Arsakuni, Narses, Muÿet Mami- 
konean, Atat Xorxotuni, Smbat Bagratuni, Mžēž Gnuni, or Tacat Anje- 
wac‘i—kept their traditional prenomina, most of them of Iranian origin, 
as they served the empire. Their frequently unstable allegiances and re- 
turns to their native land, still under Persian and subsequently Arab domi- 
nation, make it unlikely that they should have become Chalcedonian 
converts or considered themselves as permanent members of the empire. 
This hypothesis is fully supported in the case of Smbat Bagratuni by the 
signal honors he received at the Persian court after his flight from Maurice 
and his presidency early in the seventh century of the councils which 
elected the kat‘otikos Abraham and reaffirmed the Armenian doctrine as 
distinct from that of Chalcedon.!? The same is true of his descendant and 


Lotto KwAvOVTOS Kai tfjc ékkAnoias ánácnc &AXÓónprov abtó Aoyibouévns Kai EE fic 
Xpictiavikfig katactácgoc. Even though they may no longer have been directed against 
Armenians, the canons against marriages with heretics were still reiterated at the beginning 
of the 14th century under the patriarch Athanasios I, who also urged that Armenians in 
cities be confined to special quarters (see above, note 32). Kazhdan (Armjane, no. 64.6, 
p. 142) and Cheynet (“Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 68, 73) mention the possibility of mar- 
riages with Monophysites. I am not aware of any attested case of such a union; see below, 
note 174. The Armeno-Latin marriages in Cilicia took place under altogether different cir- 
cumstances. Cf. above, note 157, for the position of the church. 

162 See above, note 49, for Narses and Artabasdos; Ps. Sebéos, 19, 21, 23-27, 31-33, 
35, 37-39, 42-52, 53-54, 91-94, for Musel, Atat, Smbat, and Mzéz; Smbat/Sumbatios is also 
mentioned by Theophylakt Simokattes (Historia, ed. C. de Boor, red. P. Wirth [Stuttgart, 
1972], III viii, 4-8), who gives more sober support to the epic account of Ps. Sebéos; both 
Mžēž/ Mezezios and Tatat/ Tatzatios/Tatzates, strategos of Boukellarion, are known to 
Theoph. Conf. I, 325, 456; cf. Lewond, Lewondeay vardapeti Patmut‘iwn Hayoc (St. Peters- 
burg, 1887), chap. 37, p. 155 = Ghevond, Histoire des guerres et des conquêtes des Arabes en 
Arménie, trans. A. Chahnazarian (Paris, 1856), 150. 

Narses' foundation of a monastery in Bithynia as a refuge for Monophysite monks 
fleeing from Cappadocia and his praise by John of Ephesus both support the presumption 
that he had not converted to Chalcedonianism, however, Ernst Stein (Histoire du Bas- 
Empire, ed. J. R. Palanque, 2 vols. [Paris, 1949-59], II, 356 and n. 3, citing John of Ephesus) 
argues that Narses' religious position was a moderate one. Nothing is known of the confes- 
sional affiliation of Mušeł or Atat, but their wavering allegiances do not argue for conversion. 
Mžēž may well have been a Chalcedonian since he was sent by Heraclius to threaten the 
kat‘otikos Ezr into agreement to the union (see above, note 100). Smbat's presidency of 
Armenian church councils is attested by the official correspondence of the Armenian patri- 
archate preserved in GTS, 149-52; see also Goubert, Byzance et l'Orient, 191-208, who, 
however, relies in part on the so-called History of Yovhannés Mamikonean, which has now 
been shown to be a 10th-century forgery by L. Avdoyan, Pseudo-Yovhannes Mamikonean 
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namesake, who is said to have been anathematized for looting the city of 
Poti granted to him as a refuge by the emperor.! Some signs of a 
confessional shift begin to manifest themselves in the seventh and eighth 
centuries. The exarch Isaac of Ravenna might boast about his "noble 
Armenian race," in the inscription on his sarcophagus, but its presence in 
the Church of San Vitale points to an Orthodox confession.! The usurper 
Valentinos Ar&akuni, who obviously could not have aspired to the throne 
had he not been Orthodox, simultaneously acquired a name totally unac- 
ceptable to his royal Armenian ancestors. On the contrary, Leo III’s icono- 
dule son-in-law, Artavasdos, still kept the traditional name, which identified 
unmistakably his descent from the Armenian Mamikonean house, even 
though his Orthodoxy was equally beyond doubt.!6 The probable descen- 
dant of Vardan II Mamikonean settled at Pergamon, ruled under the 
hybrid name of Philippikos-Bardanes/ Vardan.!69 

Up to the tenth century, therefore, the praenomen cannot be used as 
an infallible guide to an individual's religious affiliation, although the 
persistence of Armenian forms suggests a paucity of conversions to Chalce- 
donianism, except for pretenders to the throne. With the crucial period of 
the tenth to twelfth centuries, however, a clear transformation takes place. 
The first attested member of the Brakhamios house in the second half of 
the tenth century still used the Armenian form of his name, Xayáxvoc/ 
Sahak on his seal rather than the more usual Greek transcription, 'Icaó- 
Ktoc," thus leading Cheynet to presume his recent arrival in the empire.!6? 
Whatever his religious allegiance may have been, the next known members 
of the family—Elpidios, and the subsequent Kale, Leo, John (?), Elpidios, 


(Atlanta, 1993), 47-48 and passim; see also M. Canard's revised edition of J. Laurent, L'Armé- 
nie entre Byzance et l'Islam depuis la conquête arabe jusqu'en 886 (Lisbon, 1980), 160, 405, 
654 n. 64; Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 14.12, p. 111 (Smbat), no. 30.10, p. 331 (Mouschel IT). 

16 Lewond, Lewondeay, 134-35; Asolik, Histoire universelle d'Etienne Acoghik de 
Darón (Première partie), trans. E. Dulaurier (Paris, 1883), 156; Theoph. Conf., I, 366-67; 
Grumel, Regestes, Li, no. 319, p. 248, who, however, sees no religious element in this con- 
demnation; Laurent-Canard, Arménie, pp. 245-64 and nn. 102-4; Toumanoff, Dynasties, 
no. 14.16, p. 112 (Smbat VI). 

164 See above, note 50. 

165 See above, note 56. 

16 See above, note 57. Vardan/ Bardanes was unquestionably a dynastic name in the 
Mamikonean family, but Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 71, pp. 331-32, surprisingly does not list 
him among its members. On the presence of Armenians in the imperial aristocracy of the 
9th century and their ethnic identification, see also Brousselle, “L'intégration,” 44-46, where 
she distinguishes three categories. 

167 Cheynet, Etudes, 58. 
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George, Basil, Manuel, and Michael—bore clearly Byzantine names.!6 
The most famous member of the family, Philaretos, whose name was 
transcribed into Armenian as P‘ilaïtos, was obviously a Chalcedonian, as 
is spelled out in the diatribe hurled against him by Matthew of Edessa.!9 
In the ninth century, the early Skleroi had names acceptable to both 
traditions: Leo/ Lewond, strategos of the Peloponnese, and Theodore/ 
T*éodoros, in the latter part of the century, but thereafter, with the pos- 
sible exception of the great rebel Bardas, those of Niketas, Antonios, 
Constantine, several Romanoi and Basils, Pantherios, Andronikos, and 
Ignatios belonged altogether to the Byzantine world (9 

Most significant in this connection are the names of the Taronite 
princes, descended from a junior line of the royal Bagratid house of 
contemporary Armenia. They had entered the empire at the time of the 
annexation of their principality in 966 bearing their dynastic names of 
Bagrat/Pankratios, ASot/Asotios, and Grigor/Krikorikios, all of them 
harkening back to Bagrat, prince of princes of Armenia (830-52), other 
Aÿots and Grigors, as well as Gurgën or Apulanem. Once they became 
imperial magnates, however, they soon adopted those of Romanos, Theo- 
phylaktos, Michael, Agathe and Irene, possibly Euthymios, and Eudoxia, 
all drawn from the Greek calendar and thus more acceptable to their new 
milieu.!7! That these names were not merely an adaptation to fashionable 


168 Tbid., 59-65; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 7.2-6, pp. 25-26. 

'9 MU, cxvi, p. 173: “un chef impie et infâme nommé Philaréte (Ph'ilardos), premier 
né de Satan. ... Homme scélérat s'il en fut jamais, précurseur de l'immonde Antéchrist, 
possédé par le Démon, . . . quoique chrétien, il était sans foi. Les Arméniens ne le recon- 
naissait pas pour un des leurs, et les Romains le désavouaient également. Il avait la religion 
et les habitudes de ceux-ci, mais par son pére et sa mére il était Arménien." See below, 
note 194. 

10 Seibt, Die Skleroi, 20-21; Kazhdan, Armjane, 75-82, who notes that the Chroni- 
cle of Monemvasia identifies Leo Skleros as an Armenian. By the end of the 10th century, 
the name Bardas (Arm.: Vard) had become too common to carry necessarily Armenian 
connotations, though in this case it may be the memory of a distant past. The name appears 
in the families of the Phokades and the Bourtzai; see also Bardas Boilas, Bardas Moungos, 
Bardas the son of Leo Apostypes, Bardas son of Libos (Skylitzes, 157, 217, 250, 328); for the 
llth and 12th centuries: Bardas hélladique, Bardas Xeros, Bardas Makrominatos (Grumel, 
Regestes, Lut, nos. 933, 961, 1192, pp. 38, 52, 188), and a number of others. The appearance 
of the name in the imperial family, with the Caesar Bardas, may well have turned it into little 
more than a fashionable aristocratic name. Cf. Cheynet, *Les Phokas," 290, who traces it 
there to an Iberian origin; idem, Erudes, 15. 

171 DAI, chap. 43, vol. I, pp. 188/89-198/99; cf. the genealogical chart in vol. II, p. 161; 
Kazhdan, Armjane, nos. 6.1-6, 16-17, 19, pp. 17, 23-24; Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 15, 
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Constantinopolitan mores may be deduced from the contrast with the 
names of the two Armenian magnates of the period who maintained their 
Armenian religious affiliation and whose names show no alteration: Apllarip 
Arcruni, who, according to the colophon cited earlier, ruled Cilicia, 
*according to the regulations and laws of his own country," and built 
churches of Armenian rite.? Even more significantly, the sons and descen- 
dants of Grigor Magistros Pahlawuni still bore the purely early-Armenian 
names of Vahram, Vasak, and Nersés. Their unwavering Armenian confes- 
sion is attested not only by the election of Magistros' son Vahram as the 
kat‘otikos Grigor 11,7 but by the pointed choice—with one exception, of 
all his successors, Grigor III to Grigor VI, who were to keep the patri- 
archate in the Pahlawuni house from 1065 to 1203—to perpetuate from 
generation to generation the name of the Illuminator who had brought 
Christianity to Greater Armenia." 


pp. 115-18. The same appears to be true of the Senakerim descendants of the Arcrunid kings 
of Vaspurakan, since the branch attested in Byzantium in the I1th-13th centuries had 
abandoned their dynastic names for the Greek, Theodore and the nun Zoe (Kazhdan, Armja- 
ne, no. 9.8-9, p. 35), as well as the protoasekretis Michael (Laurent, Regestes, Liv, no. 1308, 
pp. 113-14), and the Aspietai, who claimed Armenian royal descent (see above, note 49), but 
who had the purely Greek names of Michael, Constantine, and Alexios when they appeared 
in the empire (Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 14, pp. 43-46). The transition could be very rapid as 
exemplified by the patronyms of Helen Artavazdina (J.-C. Cheynet, “L’anthroponymie aristo- 
cratique à Byzance,” paper presented at the Symposium on Anthroponymy [Paris, 10 March 
1994], 15, of which he was kind enough to give me a copy), and Romanos tot 'Apvápaoóoc, 
metropolitan of Apros (Grumel, Regestes, Lili, no. 1152, p. 170 [30 July 1179]). Cf. Kazh- 
dan, Armjane, no. 34, pp. 111-14, for other presumed members of the family, all with 
non-Armenian names, except for the ubiquitous John. One of the rare exceptions occurs 
unexpectedly in the family of the Pakourianoi, who clung to their non-Greek names— Djodji- 
kios, Apasios, Smbatios, etc.—although they too eventually adopted Greek names: see Cheynet, 
Pouvoir, 44 n. 2; idem, "Prénoms," 62; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 16, pp. 58-65; also see below, 
note 174, on their assumption of the Arsacid name. 

172 See above, note 131. 

13 Grousset, Arménie, 618; Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 54.6(26)-7(27), p. 276 (Gré- 
goire II/ Vahram). 

14 Toumanoff, Dynasties, nos. 54.9(29), Grégoire III; 10(3), Grégoire IV and Gré- 
goire VI; ii(31), Grégoire V/ Vahram, p. 276. The sole exception, Nersés IV, the brother of 
Grigor IH (ibid., no. 9(29), p. 276), turned for his pastoral name to the most famous descen- 
dant of the Illuminator in the 4th century, Saint Nerses the Great. A branch of the family 
residing on imperial soil in the late 11th-12th centuries, after the loss of Asia Minor, may 
have converted to Chalcedonianism, although they continued to use the patronym Arsaki- 
des, adopted by the Pahlawuni (see above, note 49). The basis for this supposition is the seal 
with the double name Arsakides-Pakourianos at Dumbarton Oaks: see Cheynet, *Les Armé- 
niens dans l'Empire," 72-73, and see above, note 146. Though this seal is cited as evidence 
of possible Chalcedonian-Monophysite marriages, cf. ibid., 68, the reservations that I express 
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It is incidentally worth noting at this point that the retention of the 
Armenian faith was not in itself an automatic bar to a distinguished 
career, either in the cases of the earlier sixth- and seventh-century mag- 
nates noted above, or in those of Apllarip Arcruni, imperial governor of 
Tarsus and magistros, according to his seal, and of Grigor Pahlawuni, also 
magistros and duke of Vaspurakan and Tarón, who governed much of the 
eastern border, or even in the next generation, in that of the Armenian 
chieftain on the middle Euphrates with the unprepossessing name of Gol 
Vasil [Basil the Robber], honored with the title of sebastos, even though 
legislation existed forbidding *heretics" from occupying these distinguished 
positions."5 As we shall see, imperial titles, honorific or not, were bestowed 
upon the Armenian “Royals,” none of whom converted.!$ Consequently, 
the confessional line of demarcation traditionally set as the division be- 
tween the acceptable and ultimately integrated Chalcedonian Armenians 
and their compatriots who were not, was patently not watertight. 

The question of the preservation of traditional customs and dress, 
and particularly of their native language, by the "foreign" members of the 
aristocracy, as indices of their degree of assimilation, has understandably 
been raised, though it cannot be answered categorically, despite frequent 
assertions, for lack of solid evidence. Grigor Magistros' translations into 
Armenian of Greek philosophy have often been adduced to demonstrate 
the survival of at least bilingualism, and indeed, the hellenization of his 
Armenian style has rendered it notoriously opaque. Armeno-Georgian 
translations, primarily of religious and polemical material, unquestionably 
abounded in a narrow scholarly and monastic world, at Iviron and else- 
where.!? It is specifically said of the basileopator Stylianos that Zaoutses 
was his name in the "Armenian dialect,” "8 and the argument has likewise 


above (note 161) make a conversion of this branch of the Pahlawuni-Arsakidai to Chalce- 
donianism more probable in my opinion. 

5 See above, note 131, for Apllarip, and the preceding two notes for Grigor Magis- 
tros; cf. Cheynet, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 72-74; Arutjunova-Fidanjan, “Byzantine 
Administration," 315-18, who, however, includes among the Armenian Chalcedonians the 
members of such disputed families as the Pakourianoi, Kekaumenoi, Dalassenoi, Tornikai, 
Vxkac'i, and Apokapai. For Gol Vasil and his descendants in the empire, see MU Cont., 
cclx, p. 332; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 13, pp. 12-13. 

16 See below, pp. 114-15 and notes 224-27. 

17 See above, note 147. 

8 Vita Euthymii patriarchae, I, 4/5: “EtvMavõ 68 tő xai Zaoót(n Kata tiv vv 
Apueviov ôtékextov npocayopevopévo, dc te Makeôdv övtı kai yévoc Appéviov kaBdç 
xai aùtóç, [Basil I] éxitponov katakmuräver. . . ." 
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been made that the presence of the Armenian derivative, locative suffix 
-ac'i in the name of the Vxkac‘i indicated that they had preserved the 
Armenian form of their name, and therefore their language, as indicated 
by their Ani inscription of 1060.1? Much has been made of the Armenian 
signature of Gregorios Pakourianos,!*? and interpreters, such as Theodoros 
and Krinites, were of necessity bilingual, if not more.!?! This was also the 
case for Grigor Magistros and the Kouropalates David, who were trilingual 
at least.!82 There is consequently no possibility of denying that a number 
of cases of multilingualism existed in the tenth to twelfth centuries. Crucial 
in this connection, however, are the observations made by Gilbert Dagron 
in a recent article: that no "Mirror of Princes" praises a ruler for his 
knowledge of foreign languages, all the more so as the background of both 
the sovereign and the ruling class became increasingly diversified ethnically; 
that, far from being an asset, the fact that a man was 61- or ToAbyAMaGOS 
identified him as using a “barbarian” language (a term returning into 
fashion in this period), a speaker with a forked tongue, and thereby made 
him suspect; that interpreters were viewed as being nearly equivalent to 
traitors and spies; and finally, that there was a hierarchy of languages 
destined for different purposes.’ Under such circumstances, it is not 
impossible that a dichotomy between a native, private persona and a public, 
assimilated, and consequently hellenized one may have lingered for a time, 
although we have no evidence of this among the Skleroi, Kourkouas- 
Tzimiskai, or even the Taronitai. 

A geographical factor may have played a contributory role. As demon- 
strated by Héléne Ahrweiler, the ruling class was growing steadily cen- 
tripetal. Entry into the Constantinopolitan circle outweighed aristocratic 


1 Bart'ikyan, “La généalogie," 267: “La persistance du suffixe -ac% aux X° et XI° 
siécles, prouve que la famille des Vxkac‘i n’avait pas cessé de se considérer comme arméni- 
enne et sans doute [?] de parler arménien.” See also above, note 140, and below, notes 183-85. 

180 See above, note 142. 

13! See Brousselle, “L'intégration,” 50-51; also above, note 48, and below, note 183. 

182 See above, notes 145, 147. Another case of bilingualism seems to be that of the 10th- 
century imperial secretary and patrician, Theodore Daphnopates, who notes at the begin- 
ning of his tenth letter, *"Eóg&ápe06 cov ypáppa, éniokons tod Eouvñc, xai todto dnd tňç 
1v 'Apueviov ôiakékrov npógc tv ‘EAAGSa Owpunveócavtsg Kai tv TOV yeypappévav 
dbvapw GwABÓvtec te kai kazavorjcavtec, £Üpopev. . . ." “To the bishop of the Country of 
Sounes [Siwnik‘],” Theodore Daphnopatés: Correspondance, ed. and trans. J. Darrouzés 
and L. G. Westerink (Paris, 1978), 9/10. Cf. "Introduction," 1-2. 

18 Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 222-23; cf. DAI, chap. 43, vol. I, pp. 190/91, 
on the slanderer, “Theodore the Armenian interpreter." 
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antecedents as an asset for a successful career, the palace was becoming 
increasingly the center of public life, and service in the provinces came to 
be viewed as a disadvantage.!** Newcomers could not hope to prosper in 
this self-enclosed milieu if they stood out too clearly by displaying an 
obvious attachment to their former “barbaric dialect.” Multilingualism 
might be acceptable for cloistered monastic scholars intent on producing 
accessible texts of unimpeachable doctrinal content to achieve conversions, 
for the openly unassimilated Grigor Magistros in his distant Mesopota- 
mian domains, for inscriptions at the former Bagratid capital of Ani, or 
for the border court of David the Kouropalates, but we do not hear of it 
in Constantinople. The use of interpreters by Romanos I Lekapenos, who 
must have retained some memory of his native language, if he was indeed 
the son of an Armenian peasant, is additional proof of the "refus officiel 
de toute contamination linguistique" characterizing the “opacité volon- 
taire" of the Byzantine court traced by Dagron.!55 

A social aspect reinforces the geographical factor. In their distant 
principality of Tayk^/ Tao, David the Kouropalates (then only magistros) 
and his brother the “prince of princes" Bagrat might still consider it fitting 
to be represented on the donor Deesis relief of their great church at Oëki 
in the elaborately embroidered caftans of the East, similar to those of their 
contemporary Armenian kinsmen.!# In Constantinople, however, the epi- 
sode of the flight in disguise of the Bulgarian prince Alousianos related by 
Skylitzes, makes it evident that "Armenian dress" (otoù ‘Apueviov) was 


'* Ahrweiler, "Société byzantine,” 103-4, 106-11. 

'85 Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 222; see above, notes 48, 183, for the interpre- 
ters, and note 59, for Romanos I Lekapenos. 

18 For the representation of the donor relief at Oëki, see Djobadze, Early Medieval 
Monasteries, pls. 153-54 and esp. 155-57, and above, note 145. Djobadze, pp. 113-19, likens 
the costumes of the donors and the rich materials of which they are made to those of 
Byzantine imperial representations, although he admits the Sasanian origin of the designs 
and the presence of such motifs in Armenia. However, the representations of King Gagik I 
of Vaspurakan and the martyred Arcruni princes, Sahak and Hamazasp, on the reliefs of the 
palatine church of Alt*amar (see S. Der Nersessian, The Church of the Holy Cross at Aght‘a- 
mar [Cambridge, Mass., 1965], pls. 7, 24-25), the lost statue of Gagik I Bagratuni at Ani 
(J.-M. Thierry and P. Donabédian, Armenian Art [Paris, 1989], 483, fig. 595), and the repre- 
sentation of King Gagik-Abas of Kars and his family in the Jerusalem Gospel (S. Der Nerses- 
sian, Armenian Art [New York, n.d.], color pl. 75, cf. 74) are far closer in appearance. To 
my knowledge, the only representations of Caucasian rulers in true Byzantine imperial dress 
are the frescoes of King Giorgi III and his daughter, Queen Tamar of Iberia, at Betania and 
Vardzia; see Alpago-Novello et al., Medieval Georgia, pls. 122-24, and G. Gaprindashvili, 
Vardzia (Leningrad, 1975), color pls. 74, 79-80. See also above, note 145. 
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worn by servants, rather than their masters.!#7 All circumstances seem to 
have converged to bring about a rapid disappearance, at least in the capi- 
tal, of unacceptable Armenian mores, and the merging of the "Armenian" 
magnates with their contemporary social equals and increasingly blood 
relatives in the ruling class.!5$ 

Important though it was for the defense and administration of the 
empire, the Armenian elite formed but a minimal part of the rest of the 
Armenian population also converted to Chalcedonianism, from whom they 
were generally separated by geographical concentration and social status. 
Kazhdan lists a total of, at most, some thirty-eight families of certain or pos- 
sible Armenian descent, including the Armeno-Iberians, among the Arme- 
nian magnates of the tenth to twelfth centuries, and, as has already been 
said, their tendency was to move westward away from their homes in the 
eastern borderlands of the empire toward the capital or the Balkans.!*? 
The great majority of Armenian Chalcedonians did not belong to this 
aristocracy or follow its path. They were to be found in this period far 
from the center of power: in Syria and Mesopotamia, in the western 
provinces of Armenia from southern Tarôn to northern Tayk‘/ Tao, with 
which they were primarily associated, and in Klarjet'i, as well as in Cappa- 
docia and eventually even at Caffa in the Crimea.i* They had existed 


187 Skylitzes, 413: *'AXouctávog natpíktog Kai otparnyès Oco6001touróAEac, 6 toU 


Aapdv ó£0tepoc vióc, ... otoAnv Aapàv Appeviov, kai taya Bepánov to} Ozoóopa- 
Kávou Baotksiov £c tov BaotAéa cic OzooaXoviknv Gu" The arguments of N. Adontz 
(“Notes Arméno-byzantines IV: La famille de Théodorokan," Byzantion 10 [1935], reprinted 
in idem, Etudes arméno-byzantines, 158-62 and color plate), that Armenian dress was worn 
by the Armenian magnates and that Basil Theodorakan was himself an Armenian, have been 
rightly disproved by Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 26.3, p. 98. Moreover, Adontz's claim (op. cit., 
162) that Armenian rulers were represented in a garb similar to the Byzantine emperors is 
easily disproved by the examples adduced in the preceding note. 

188 See Ahrweiler, “Société byzantine,” 106, on the “constitution de résaux familiaux 
tentaculaires." Such intermarriages would incidentally render the perpetuation of foreign 
languages difficult even in private life. It should further be noted that though Philaretos ruled 
in border areas, he is said to have been Greek in language and customs as well as faith, see 
above, note 169, although his fellow Armenian Chalcedonian, Gabriel of Melitene, is said 
to have been Greek in faith, but Armenian in other respects, see above, note 143; no clear 
pattern seems to have existed on the frontier. 

'8 Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 67, pp. 146-47, and above, note 154. Brousselle, *L'inté- 
gration," 46-47, argues that a combination of criteria—prænomina, patronymics, marriage 
alliances, and location of estates and of offices—must all be considered, and concludes, “les 
seules sources littéraires font apparaitre, pour le IX* siécle, une soixantaine, d'archontes dont 
l'origine arménienne est avérée ou hautement probable, suivant les critéres réunis ci-dessus." 

1 Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 91-101; eadem, “Armenian Chalcedo- 
nians," 354; eadem, "Arméniens chalcédoniens," 467-69; Yarnley, "Spread of Byzantine 
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from much earlier times, but had usually not been differentiated from 
other Armenians by name until the tenth century. From the eleventh 
century on, however, they were increasingly known under the contemp- 
tuous name of Cat‘ or CaytS although they were also identified by a 
variety of designations, such as “Iberians,” “Armeno-Iberians,” "Armeno- 
Greeks," or even "Romans "191 The history of the Cor" remains very 
imperfectly known, despite its long duration and the numerous recent 
studies of Viada Arutjunova-Fidanjan, because of the poor, fragmentary, 
and tendentious nature of the sources concerning them, as she has repeatedly 
pointed out.!°? 

The crucial aspect of the Car‘ for this enquiry is their failure to 
become integrated into Byzantine society in a fashion similar to that of 
their aristocratic compatriots, despite the fact that they too unquestion- 
ably adhered to the Orthodox confession, although they continued to use 
Armenian as a liturgical Language 19 The invariably hostile Armenian 


Ideas,” 51; Mxit'ar Aparanc‘i, "Alandawor Hayk‘ T°-ZE daruoy" [Armenian Heretics of the 
9th-15th Centuries], apud L. Alifan, Hayapatum [Antiquities] (Venice, 1901), no. 363, p. 552, 
for the reference to Caffa; see below, note 197, for the text, and above, note 75, for the spread 
of the Chalcedonian eparchies. 

151 See above, note 154, for the early presence of Chalcedonians in Armenia. See also 
N. Ja. Marr, "Ark'aun, mongol'skoe nazvanie hristian, v sviazi s voprosom ob Armianah- 
halkedonitah," VizVrem 12/1-4 ([1905] 1906), appendix, 3-15, which was the first major 
study on the Car, it was followed by N. Adontz, “O proishoZdenii Armian-Isatov," Žurnal 
Ministerstva Narodnago Prosveščenija, n.s., 32 (April 1911), 238-49, and its Armenian 
version, idem, “Hay-Cat‘eri cagman masin," Handes Amsorya 26/5 (May 1912), cols. 257-71. 
More recently, Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, passim; eadem, "Armenian 
Chalcedonians," 351, 354, 356-57; eadem, "Arméniens chalcédoniens," 467, 479; P. M. Mura- 
dyan, “Neopublikovannaia stat'ja N. Ja. Marra ob ‘Arkaune’,” Lraber [Journal of Social 
Sciences of the Armenian Academy of Sciences] (1964/12), primarily developing the Marr 
thesis; and most recently, Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” 510 and especially n. 501. For the 
disputed etymology of the name Cat‘ or Cayt‘, see also K. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer 
im byzantinischen Kaiserreiche und verwandte ketzerische Erscheinungen in Armenien (Leip- 
zig, 1893), 77, and Marr's objections, "Arkaun," 30, 37-38; also P. Peeters, "Sainte Sousanik 
martyre en Arméno-Géorgie,” AnalBoll 53 (1935), 254-58, for a critique of Adontz’s earlier 
hypothesis; Vryonis, Decline, 65 and 66 n. 323; and the Nor bargirk* haykazyan lezui [New 
Dictionary of the Armenian Language, NDAL] (Venice, 1836), vol. I, p. 1005, s.v. cayd, 
cayt*, interpreted as "small, slight/vile, half/semi-, inferior." See below, note 195, for the 
characterization of the philosopher T‘€op‘istes, and note 197, for Marr's objection to Ter 
Mkrttschian’s interpretation of the name cat‘ 

192 See the preceding note, and below, notes 198-200, for the documents included in 
the Taktikon of Nikon of the Black Mountain. Unfortunately, the third portion of the History 
of the 10th-century bishop Uxtanés, Patmut'iwn Hayoc‘ [History of Armenia] (Valarsapat, 
1871), which had been devoted to this subject, has been lost. 

13 See below, notes 195, 202-3. 
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Monophysite sources, who view them as renegades and apostates, make 
it amply clear that the Cat‘ were not only unacceptable to them, but that 
they belonged to neither Greek nor Armenian society, both of which 
rejected them. Matthew of Edessa's repudiation of Philaretos Brakha- 
mios, “whom neither the Armenians nor the Romans would acknowledge 
[as their own],"!** is echoed in the twelfth century in Polos Tarônac‘i's 
Letter to the Roman Philosopher T*eop'istes,95 in the thirteenth-century 
History of Mxit‘ar Ayrivanec‘i,1% and as late as 1410 by Mxit‘ar Apa- 
ranc‘i, who characterizes the heresy then found near Caesarea of Cappa- 
docia as 


deriving some from the Greeks and some from the Armenians, who 
are neighbors of this province [Caesarea], these are the ones called 
Cayt^-Greeks and Cayt‘-Armenians who are altogether like the 
Cayt‘-Armenians and also like the Greeks in confession, rules and 
particulars, and they greatly hate and defame the Armenians, who 
do not accept the above sectarians, . . . they are Armenians only in 
language and script, but in everything else altogether in agreement 
with the Greeks and all their writings, as can be seen at present 


14 MU, cvi, (Jerus. ed.), 247-48: “hfyunannu . . . ng Say gfunbyad qiu be ng dnd L.S 
see above, note 169, for the translation. 

95 Tuh° Eraneloyn Potosi Tarônac‘woyn énddem Groyn T@op‘isteay Erkadawan 
Hayhorom P‘ilisop‘ayin [Letter of the Blessed Paul of Tar6n against the Writing of T'ëopistes 
the Doubly-Deceitful Armeno-Roman Philosopher} (Constantinople, 1752), 267, where he 
writes, “In the days of the patriarch Yovhanés, who made a council at Duin and turned the 
Armenians away from Chalcedonianism . . . the ones of our people who were in the country 
of the Romans, remained firm in the Roman confession. ... This is now the case with the 
Cat‘. ... So now you have found a perverted faith among the Armenians and you have 
become attached to it [/it.: loved it]. ... So now you are Cat's, that is to say, you call 
yourselves Greeks although with an Armenian tongue. Behold the excellent man Arot, who 
is an outstanding prince from a great and noble race, but even he, with all his might cannot 
bring this group of swine to the true faith." Cf. Ter Mkrttschian, Die Paulikianer, 74-75; 
Marr, “Ark‘aun,” 32. Note the characterization of T°éop‘istes as Armeno-Roman in the title 
of the letter. See also the next two notes. 

1% Mxitar Ayrivanec^woy Patmut'iwn Hayoc" (The History of Armenia of Mxit‘ar 
of Ayrivank‘], ed. M. Emin (Moscow, 1860), 54 = trans. M.-F Brosset, Mechithar d'Airi- 
vank, “Histoire,” Mémoires de l'Académie Impériale des Sciences de Saint Pétersbourg, 7th 
series, vol. 13/5 (1869), 83, who writes, “in the days of lord Dawit, the priest P‘arsman of 
Kakal/ Kakaz, separated the condéac ik‘ [covdéac‘ik‘] from the Armenians and turned them 
into Iberians. These are [the ones who] are the Cat‘k‘, now to be found among the Greeks”; 
cf. Marr, "Ark'aun," 30-31; Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 58-59. See the 
preceding and following notes. 
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from the realm of the Romans to Greece and in Caffa and other 
places; and they are numerous everywhere.!?? 


On the Greek Chalcedonian side, the Cat‘ found themselves equally 
unwelcome, although the hierarchy repeatedly acknowledged the ortho- 
doxy of their doctrine. The eleventh-century Taktikon of Nikon of the 
Black Mountain has preserved several letters illustrating this aspect. The 
first Letter of the Patriarch of Antioch to Euthymios Patriarch of Jerusalem 
expounds: 


we have heard that some attack in all ways the Armenian Tzatoi, 
who have withdrawn themselves from the Armenian religion, . . . 
and they slander and reject them as not orthodox, and vex them in 
every possible manner, although they had been received by our 
previous most holy patriarchs, and some of them have been re- 
ceived as brothers in the worshipful monastery of Saint Symeon 
the Wonder-Worker and in other monasteries in which they have 
performed the liturgy and partaken of the immaculate mysteries 
with the Orthodox, and from ancient times until now, there has 
been no doubt concerning their doctrine. We have disclosed this 
that thou mayst knowledgeably judge whether to follow the opinion 
of the previous most blessed patriarchs, or act otherwise according 
to a decision pleasing to God Im 


9?" Mxitar Aparanec‘i, "Alandawor Hayk‘,” 552-53: “< birki bgah sehr fr Bo, Bag ba 
mbubp f Zugng ape Pepdaslajp bh if quatunfhi [Wiawphrg] be Arr, npe asht Vus Barbe 
be Vu Zeg, npg endlich dar ber Pbudp be opplog be yupurguypre bob bh Ua! Luyeh 
ph burgh Bre huang, be jd annbh be punlpuukh quyub’ app ng Gun sch fepryg play uepuipbugr 
, . . dpuyh jhqnen be gpm bh Zeg, be ayn anttbaybpe Eesbech piq bajb ae bag be. 
untkduyh qpng bagu. plu pupa $ ay dl f Znnndng mubgh dplghe p Srbe be p apes be f 
ay inky fu, npe puqmidg husk h Lego ba jautthuyh nbnhu:” Mxit'ar's name for the heretics, 
"Court, "has been interpreted as “half-, insufficient- or inadequate-Armenians," by Ter Mkrt- 
tchian (Die Paulikianer, 77; cf. NDAL above, note 191), although Marr (“Ark‘aun,” 37-38) 
disputes this etymology as insufficiently supported. 

8 Nikon of the Black Mountain, Taktikon, apud V. BeneSevit, Catalogus codicum 
manuscriptorum graecorum qui in monasterio sanctae Catharinae in monte Sina asservan- 
tur (St. Petersburg, 1911; repr. Hildesheim, 1965), I, 584-85: “Tod oprop nepi tàv nvevpa- 
tiKGv Tiv ddeAQav tHv ÈmAcyonévov TCatov. 

To ioov tod natpiapyikoó nitrakiou tot drootaAévtog mpdc tov Kbpiv Eo00ptov 
natprapynv 'IepoooA0pov. 

. . . nknrônuev yap, Sti Tôv TÜétov Apueviov tivGv, Drot ën dvayopntev týs TOV 
'Apueviov Spnoxeiac, ... émttievtar tobtoIc Kai dc obK óp8o6ó50ug S1aPGAAOvOW kai 
Tavtoig tpóno XvnoOciv adtobs. ei yap toroðtor xai Sextaior Evtetaypévor yodvto napa 
tv nponyncapgévov áytotátov TaTpLApY@v Tay, Kai CAEG abtOv dderqoi éEvtetaypévor 
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The next Letter preserved by Nikon, from Peter Hegoumenos of the 
monastery of Symeon Thaumatourgos, repeats the same point of view, 
and affirms that the Cat‘ would never have been received into his commu- 
nity had strict examination not shown them to have been Orthodox.!? 
The third Letter, while reiterating once again the orthodoxy of the Cat‘ 
doctrine, adds significant information: 


concerning our brothers called Tzatoi, wherever they may be and 
in whatever place they dwell... we have found them, by the grace 
of Christ, blameless . . . in all that pertains to faith . . . and, by the 
grace of Christ, beyond all suspicion. And looking at the life of our 
great father Sabas, it will be found that they lived with the great 
one and that in the God-created Church the liturgy was sung in the 
Armenian dialect with the permission of the saint, while the Greeks 
sang separately, just as our brothers here sing in the Armenian 
dialect and the Greeks apart. . . . only they [the Tzatoi] recite the 
Trisagion in Greek, as our holy father Sabas handed down [to us], 
because of the addition and suspicion of Peter the Fuller: *Who 
wast crucified for us.”20 


£ioiv Ev te ti cePacpig povi tod åyiov Lupedv toù Oavpatovpyob kai v étépatc povats, 
èv alg kai Aettoupyooiv Kai tv &ypávtov pootnpnpiov toig ópOoóó&otg ouppeta- 
AapPavovovy, xai obte ExndAa1 TOV x póvov p&ypi tod viv £véoxnyev üpqoifoA(a nepi trv 
ddEav adtav. taita obv peis óc ciddtes ÉônAdoauev tig ofi PovAnoeds &ovw Ñ TH 
yvóuņ TOV rponynoauéívov uakapiotátov natpiapy@v £naxoAXovOfjoat, À GAXoc noc 
kata tò 6oko6v Kai ápéckov beğ óuunpá&GacOa:." (Used in MS by Adontz, “O proishoZdenii," 
241-42 = idem, “Hay-cat‘eri cagum," cols. 261-62). 

1 Nikon, Taktikon, 585-86: “Tò (oov tod mrrakiov rof dnoatahévtos £k tov &ytov 
6avpatovpyóv Evuedv npóc tov kópiv EüBümov natpiépynv 'TÁepocoA0pov peta Tob ratpi- 
apyiwkod nitrakiov. 

‘H emypagon. TG uakapuotáto kai Ate deondty pov TH tpiopaKapio natpispyn 
'IlepocoAópov, IIérpoc ÉAéyiotos uovayds npeofütepos Kai kaðnyoúpevoç Kai dpyi- 
pavópítng tfjg ceBacpiag uovñs tod ¿v 1 OGavpactó "Oper Bavparovpyoð kai åyiov 
Lopedy, ó 600A0c tfjc COD cov. 

... ties ÈẸ adtäv ovvtetaypévor gioiv eic tiv dógAqótnta tç &ytag Tiv povfic, 
Kai ovAkeitoupyeiv kai ouykoivoveiv quiv Eu. rüci nap’ éxeivav tov &yiov yepóvtov Kai 
ovvavA(Ceo0ot piofnoav óc 6pB6GoË or. kai ei oùk áxpipóg fpebvnoav xai óp0à ppo- 
vobvtov sig tiv 6p8dd0Eov rioriv, oùk Gv tobtous £6£6avto." Cf. Marr, "Ark aun," 33-34; 
Adontz, “O proishoZdenii,” 241, 242 = idem, “Hay-cat‘eri cagum,” cols. 261, 262, who con- 
siders it merely a repetition of the letter of the patriarch of Antioch. 

20 Nikon, Taktikon, 586, 588-89: “Toù adrod cic tov áffüv Iëpéowov nepi tüv 
abdtav. kai tò oov tob mirraxiov 16 ånohvÂèv cic tà "IcpocóXupa npóc tov ápfüv Ièpå- 
Stnov, ónoc àvayvoc8fj ÈnuédENs petà vv 600 nitrakiov tod te natpidpyov Kai tob 
&yiov Xvugàv tod Savpatovpyod tfjc uovñc. 

(588)... tobtovg Aë tog d6£AX.90b6 uv tob Aeyouévoug TÜétous Óónou ðv cic 
Kai giç olov katoikoÜoiv tónov .. . ebpouev aótobc yapitt Xpiotod &ávemiA Toug .. . cic 
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The constant stress and reiteration of these testimonies on the Orthodoxy 
of the Cat‘ and Nikon's insistance that their familiarity with the Armenian 
language was indeed useful in disputations with the Armenian Mono- 
physites,?! make it clear that their use of Armenian in the liturgy con- 
tinued to make the Cat‘ suspect to their Greek coreligionists and to some 
of the ecclesiastical authorities, who persisted in nursing doubts as to the 
legitimacy of using any language but Greek for religious offices, and 
who continued to require them to recite the Trisagion in Greek to verify 
that it did not include the Monophysite addition, “ʻO otavpew@eic Au 
Auge "20 

As a result of their double rejection, the Armenian Chalcedonians, 
outside of the small group of the ruling aristocracy, seem to have remained 
in a sort of limbo, despite their obvious contacts with Greeks, Iberians, 
and Armenians, and to have formed a separate entity or “nation” (Arm. 
azg) of their own, distinct from both the Greek and the Armenian 


re TÀ nepi níoteoG, . . . kai EEw náong yapitt Xprotod browiac. kai Sums adtoù rA tõv 
Biov tod peyéhov natpdg Du Láßa évtvyóvisg sópfjoste tobtove ovvoikobvtuc TÔV 
péyav kai eig tiv 0gókvictov ékkAnoiav émrparfivar napa tod &yíou £v ti dppevio 
Staréxto yá2.eo9at tv ákoXovOíav, rod 62 ÉAAnviots rapapíav NGAI yáAXew, ka00c 
xai of évradba d5eAqoi hav yé&Alovoiv ti tõv Appeviov ôtakékto kai of ÉAAnviotai 
napapiav ... póvov tov tprodytov Üpvov £AXnvioti Aéyouv. kaÜàc Kai siç Toto 6 èv 
&yiois nat')p 'iuóv Záfag napéôwkev Sià tv npocOrknv Kai dnéAnyiv IIérpou rop 
Ivagéog tó, ‘O oraupobeis Au hdc. . . .” Cf. Adontz, “O proishozdenii,” 242-43 = idem, 
*Hay-cat'eri cagum," cols. 262-63; Marr, “Ark‘aun,” 34-35 and 35 n. 1. 

?! Nikon, Taktikon, 590: *toótoug Aë tots 4Gekpods äu Éoc tiv ofjuepov ot 
natépes hv Kai adtoi oi paxaptotoi ratpiépyar, Stav Eni ovvddov tínotec kwrOf] Kata 
tOv aipetiKOv Appeviov, àv xai speli £k tobtous ttc Exovta yvdotv trv Geir, tob- 
TOLG Exovatv peta Ogóv eic åvtinapátačıv tOv éEvavtiwv, OC THY YA@ooav Kai Tas ypagac 
abvtév émotapévouc. kabds kai ôs ri tiv poxapiwv natpiapydv èv Toig tpetépots 
kaipoig éyéveto, xai nAcíovov óvtov 1óv aipetikv Appeviwv k toútovç Aiav dAiyou 
tivicg Ent ovvddov oddé phéat yAdooav fj Kivijoat xoig aipetiKoic dgfjkav Kata vv dpBo- 
5665ov." 

?? Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 220, 223-30. Cf. Grumel, Regestes, Liii, no. 1184 
(Feb. 1195), pp. 124-28; and V. Grumel, “Les réponses à Marc d'Alexandrie, leur caractère 
officiel et leur double rédaction," EO 38 (1939), 321-33. It is interesting to note that the two 
language communities seem to have been kept separate here, as were the Iberians and the 
Greeks at Iviron, and that there too the Iberians were accused of heresy even though they 
were Orthodox: Actes d'Iviron, 1, 47-48; P. Peeters, “Vie de Georges l'Hagiorite," Anal Boll 
36-37 (1917-19), 113-17. 

23 On the Armenians’ use of the addition to the Trisagion, see Garitte, Narratio, 
no. 73, pp. 36, 167-70; Mahé, “Eglise arménienne,” p. 461 and n. 20, p. 480. These texts and 
problems are discussed in the studies listed above, note 191. 
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worlds.?* Even more curiously, some appear to have outlived the Byzan- 
tine Empire as a fossilized unit surviving until modern times and thereby 
demonstrating all the more clearly their capacity for remaining impervious to 
external pressures to assimilate. Almost nothing is known of the history of 
the Cat* in Ottoman times, when a great many undoubtedly converted to 
Islam, along with the rest of the surrounding population, but in the 
nineteenth century, villages of Christian Hayk-rum (Armeno-Romans or 
Greeks, some of them Catholics)— Turkish-speakers who preserved the 
Armenian liturgy and wrote Turkish in Armenian characters—were still 
to be found in outlying regions of Anatolia.?5 It is this persistent resis- 
tance to assimilation, more than geographical or social differentiations, 
that justifies the separation of the Car‘ from the elite group of Orthodox 
Armenian magnates, as it simultaneously suggests that purely confessional 
guidelines are not always sufficiently accurate, nor linguistic, if not ethnic, 
considerations, to be disregarded with impunity. 

With the annexation of vast new Armenian territories by Byzantium 
between 1021 and 1064, the empire found itself faced with the same prob- 
lem as the emperor Maurice after the peace of 591. How to absorb the 
sudden addition of a large alien Armenian population to the considerable 
numbers already settled in the empire, all the more so, in that their presence 
now created pockets of concentration where the new minorities formed a 
majority of the inhabitants.2% Just as in earlier times, Maurice and Leo 
VI had found it necessary to appoint multilingual mandatores for each 
unit of 250 or 300 men,” so the appearance of Armenian terms in the 


? ^ Arutjunova-Fidanjan, “Armenian Chalcedonians,” 346-47, 354; Kazhdan, Armja- 
ne, 145; also Adontz, “Hay-cat‘neri cagum," 257-61; and the article of N. Ja Marr, “Caty 
paleontologiteski,” in Marr i voprosy armenovedenija (Erevan, 1968), 199-200. 

25 Arutjunova-Fidanjan, “Armenian Chalcedonians,” 355 and n. 58; Vryonis, Byzan- 
tina, 150; idem, Decline, 66 n. 323. Some of these Hayk‘-rum are said to have been moved 
to Greece at the time of the Graeco-Turkish exchange of population in 1923. 

2% Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 230; idem, “Minorités ethniques," 177-79: “un 
probléme démographique que le XI* siécle transcrit et prolonge en un probléme religieux"; 
and 212: “Comme l'immigration syrienne, l'immigration arménienne finit par inverser les 
équilibres sociaux et culturels dans les parties de l'Empire qui lui sont ouvertes. La minorité 
ethnique devient majorité régionale, l'hétérodoxie ‘tolérée’ devient orthodoxie ‘nationale’.” 
See above, note 6. 

27 Maurice, Das Strategikon des Maurikios, ed. G. T. Dennis and E. Gamillscheg, 
CFHB 17 (Vienna, 1981), XIIB, 7, p. 424. Leo VI, Leonis imperatoris Tactica, ed. R. Vari 
(Budapest, 1917), vol. I, IV.52, p. 72; cf. Dagron, "Pluralisme linguistique," 230. 
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vocabulary of the eastern acritic themes provides evidence that the soldiers, 
and the population of the area in general, may have been bi- or trilingual 
to a degree, but that Armenian was apparently the dominant language.” 
The autobiographical introduction to the Will of Eustathios Boilas demon- 
Strates even more precisely that the Armenian population in the area of 
his new estate was neither Hellenophone nor Orthodox: 


I became an emigrant from the land that bore me. . . . And I settled 
among alien nations with strange religion and tongue. ... When I 
first arrived and settled here, I received the land, and it was foul 
and unmanageable. It was inhabited by snakes, scorpions, and 
wild beasts, so that the Armenians who dwelled opposite here were 
not able to have even a little rest. . . 29 


To Boilas, the land itself was hostile and its incomprehensible inhabitants, 
heretical—the usual description of Armenians.”!° Attempts by the church 
and the imperial authorities to convert these heretics into Orthodox mem- 
bers of the empire must undoubtedly have made inroads into their num- 
bers, as the Chalcedonian eparchies spread over the annexed Armenian 


28 See above, note 41, and Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 233 and n. 84, “le 
trilinguisme grec-arabe-arménien." 

2 P. Lemerle, “Le testament d'Eustathius Boilas," Cinq études sur le XI* siècle 
byzantin (Paris, 1977), 20-22 (tr. 29-31): “ç uetaváotng tic éveyKapévnys yevéoOar . . . 
ovurapoikricag è ÉOveow dAXotpiotg Opnokei¢ xai yAdtty Siapepdvtmv.... Kai yàp 
Kata TV TpaTHV tfj; rapoóong pov rpookAnteboews üpi&iv te Kai napotíav pov àA- 
có61 kai Buoxep tòv napdvta tónov napaAafáv, Spewv Kai okopníov kai dypiwv 0n- 
próv Siaitnpa, óc ute Toùs évrikpès évoixricavtac 'Appevioug napa pixpov &&v rjpeueiv 
16 Séet coveyopévouc, . . ." Cf. 44-47; S. Vryonis, Jr., “The Will of a Provincial Magnate, 
Eustathius Boilas (1059)," DOP 11 (1957), 264-65, whose translation I have given in the text 
of this paper. The precise location of Boilas' estate does not concern us directly here. How- 
ever, it is worth noting that Vryonis (p. 275), Dédéyan (“L’immigration,” 69-70 and n. 170), 
and H. Bart'ikyan (“Evstat‘ios Boyilasi ktaké [1059] orpes Hayastani ew Vrastani patmut^yan 
karewor skzbnatbyur” [The Will of Eustathios Boilas [1059]: An Important Primary Source 
for the History of Armenia and Iberia], Banber Matenadarani 5 [1960], 400) place it in 
Tayk‘/Tao near Artanuj, while Lemerle (op. cit, 45-47) rejects this hypothesis, rightly 
observing that a site in Tayk‘/ Tao, where the majority of the Armenians were presumably 
Chalcedonians, would contradict Boilas' identification of the inhabitants as "strange in reli- 
gion.” Moreover, there does not seem to be any reason to identify the “snakes, scorpions and 
wild beasts” with the T*ondrakian sect, as is suggested by Bart‘ikyan. 

29 Dagron, “Pluralisme linguistique," 229: “les Arméniens et les Pauliciens d'Asie 
Mineure . . . sont soupçonnés d’être les vecteurs du virus hérétique.” Cf. idem, “Minorités 
ethniques,” 194, noting that Armenians are never listed among the Orthodox by the Greek 
authors of the 11th century; cf. Attaleiates, 96-97, who equates the Armenian migration into 
eastern Asia Minor with the spread of heresy. 
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lands.?! Nevertheless, the Armenian Chalcedonians never formed more 
than a relatively small minority of the total Armenian population both 
within and outside of the empire. The rising stridency of the eleventh- and 
twelfth-century polemics does not augur well for the success of contem- 
porary missionary efforts.?? By and large, the Armenians remained Mono- 
physites and increasingly chose a path divergent from that of Byzantium. 
The reason for the imperial failure obviously begs for an answer. 
Beginning with Senek‘erim-Yovhannés Arcruni, king of Vaspurakan, 
. in 1021/22, followed by Gagik II Bagratuni, senior king of Ani, in 1044/ 
45, and ending with Gagik-Abas, king of Vanand or Kars, in 1064/65, the 
rulers of the mediaeval Armenian kingdoms, willingly or not, exchanged 
their realms for more or less sizeable domains in Cappadocia? Jean- 
Claude Cheynet has observed that the emperors were cautious with regard 
to the transplanted “Royals,” and avoided entrusting military commands 
or responsible positions to the more important among them, so that the 
appointment of Senek‘erim-Yovhannés as strategos of Cappadocia with 
the title of patrician was an exceptional case, while his sons held no official 
positions. The authority of the former rulers over the surrounding popu- 
lation rested in consequence on their own means and especially their pres- 
tige, rather than on official functions.?^ Even so, the Royals were not 
altogether disregarded as they settled within the empire. Seals attest that 


?!! See above, notes 75, 98, 130, for the multiplication of Chalcedonian eparchies in 
this period and for the efforts of 11th- and 12th-century emperors to proselytize and rebaptize 
Armenian Monophysites. Nikon of the Black Mountain also noted the usefulness of the Car° 
in disputations with their Monophysite compatriots: see above, note 201; cf. Marr, "Ark'aun," 
35-36; Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 76-77; eadem, “Armenian Chalcedonians,” 
350; also Akinean, “Yakob Konstandnupolsec‘i,” 1-12. 

212 See above, notes 64, 90; also Dagron, “Minorités ethniques," 179. 

? There are numerous accounts of the end of the Armenian mediaeval kingdoms and 
of the transfer of their rulers to Cappadocia. The most favorable to Byzantium is that of TSA 
Cont., 370-71, writing exclusively about the kingdom of Vaspurakan, and exalting the impor- 
tance of the Arcruni house even after its loss of the kingship: cf. Skylitzes, 354-55. AL (iii.x, 
pp. 19 and 46-55) and MU (lxv, Ixxxviii, pp. 76-78, 125-26) concentrate primarily on the 
end of the kingdom of Ani with the forced abdication of Gagik II, which they present as 
treacherously obtained: see below, notes 233, 247-48. See Dédéyan, *L'immigration," 63-68, 
78-90; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 396-98; K. YuzbaSian, Armjanskie gosudarstva epokhi Bagratidov 
i Vizantija, IX-XI vv. (Moscow, 1988), 179-215; see also Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 9, pp. 33-35, 
for the Arcrunids; no. 10, pp. 36-37, for the Bagratids of Ani; and no. 42, pp. 123-24, for 
Gagik-Abas of Kars. See also below, note 234. 

?^ Skylitzes, 355; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 396-98. Dédéyan (“L'immigration,” 87-88, citing 
Bar Hebraeus, Chronography, 223, on the blinding of "Bar Sanhirib, the Patrician of Lesser 
Armenia”) believes that the sons of Senek‘erim-Yovhannés, Atom and Apusahl, had kept 
some official position in their domain of Sebaste. Cf. Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 18c, p. 103 
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Senek'erim-Yovhannés' eldest son Dawit* received the titles of patrician, 
perhaps vestes, and magistros, and that he was strategos of Cappadocia 
like his father. The youngest son Constantine is mentioned as vestes in the 
Chronicle of Monemvasia and a minor local Armenian Chronicle from 
Sebaste, though nothing more is known of him. Their brothers, Atom and 
Apusahl/Abousahl, may have held the position of strategoi of Sebaste, 
and their mother, Queen Xušuš Bagratuni, also known as XuSus Khatun 
from an earlier inscription at Varag in Vaspurakan, is styled GootT| natpi- 
xía on a seal dating from her widowhood, probably in the second quarter 
of the eleventh century.2!$ A seal of King Gagik II of Ani lists the unex- 
pected combination of titles, “Kaxixiog 'Aviótng rpwtonpéeôpos ¿ni tod 


A 


Kottüvoc péyaç kópmg tod ota0A0v péyadovE tod Xaporavoÿ,” although 
Skylitzes mentions only the title of magistros.216 It has already been noted 
that Apllarip Arcruni was strategos of Tarsus with the title of magistros. 
Marem or Maria, the daughter of Gagik-Abas, who ruled at Tzamandos 
after his death, appears to have borne the title of kouropalatissa.?? 


(Sennachérib-Jean D. to whom he gives only the title of magistros, on the basis of Kekau- 
menos (Sovety i rasskazy Kekavmena: Cecaumeni consilii et naratinones, ed. G. G. Litavrin 
[Moscow, 1972], 282), despite the clear indication of Skylitzes; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 9, 
pp. 33-34. 

215 For Dawit* Arcruni, see W. Seibt, “Armenian Personalities on Byzantine Seals,” 
paper presented to the Tenth Anniversary Symposium of the Association Internationale des 
Etudes Arméniennes (London, 1 September 1993). 

For Constantine vestes: “Ananun Sebastac‘u taregrut‘yuné” [Anonymous Annals of 
Sebaste], Manr Zamanakagrut‘yunner XIII-XVIII dd. [Minor Chronicles 13th-18th 
Centuries], ed. V. G. Hakobyan (Erevan, 1956), II, 131, and Garegin Yovsép‘ean, Yifataka- 
rank*, no. 82, col. 206, where “Vestes” and “Kostandin” are given as two separate sons of 
Senek‘erim-Yovhannés, Dédéyan (“L’immigration,” 66-67) suggests that Constantine may 
have gone to Constantinople because of his title of vestes, but there is no record of this. 

For Atom and Apusahl, see the preceding note. For all, see Toumanoff, Dynasties, 
no. 12.19, p. 104; no. 16.3(25), for *Khouschousch," without mention of her Byzantine title; 
Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 9.1-4, p. 34, without any mention of the queen. 

216 W, Seibt, “War Gagik II. von GroBarmenien ca. 1072-1073 péyac 6006 Xapota- 
vot?” TO EAAHNIKON. Studies in Honor of Speros Vryonis, Jr., II (New Rochelle, 1993), 
159-68 - Arm. trans. in Patma-banasirakan Handes 1-2 (1994), 183-87. This seal was also 
presented by Seibt at the 18th International Congress of Byzantine Studies (Moscow, August 
1991); cf. Cheynet, *Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 72, who comments on the unusual charac- 
ter of these titles, for which also see Oikonomidés, Préséance, 301, 338-39, and 348 for 
Charsianon, which he assigns to a strategos. Dédéyan, “L'immigration,” 89, and Toumanoff, 
Dynasties, no. 16.8(26), both give him the title of magistros, following the indication of 
Skylitzes, 437; cf. Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 10.1, p. 36. 

27 For Apllarip, see G. Zakos, Byzantine Lead Seals, 2 vols., compiled by J. W. Nes- 
bitt (Bern, 1972-84), II, no. 362; cf. Cheynet, "Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 74 and n. 43; 
idem, Pouvoir, 398 and n. 98. 
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Dawit* Arcruni is said to have been received with great pomp by 
Basil II, who bestowed upon him the name of “adopted son" when he 
came to Trebizond to negotiate the surrender of Vaspurakan to Byzan- 
tium.? A similarly ceremonious reception from Constantine IX Mono- 
machos greeted Gagik II at his first arrival in Constantinople, even though 
he was soon compelled to abdicate, and seemingly again at the time of his 
defense of the Armenian doctrine before Constantine X Doukas, who then 
lavished gifts upon him and the Arcrunid princes, Atom and Apusahl, who 
were also present on that occasion.2? These honors may not have been 
outstanding, but the emperors had some cause to presume that their dis- 
play of condescension and benevolence would induce the newcomers to 
behave like the nobility that had preceded them, notably the Taronitai, and 
gradually melt into the ruling class. These expectations soon proved vain. 

From the time of their first establishment on imperial territory, the 
path of the Royals diverged radically from that of the earlier Armenian 
magnates. Far from being gradually drawn inward to the capital, they 
remained stubbornly on their distant eastern estates: the Arcruni at 
Sebaste, Gagik II in Cappadocia, and Gagik-Abas at Tzamandos. They 
came to Constantinople when summoned, but returned immediately home, 
vowing never to return, in the case of Gagik Ils visit of ca. 1066,22 and 
entrenched themselves in their domains surrounded by their own mili- 
tias.?! Instead of allying themselves with members of the great noble 
houses, or even the imperial family, the Royals seem to have married 
rigorously among themselves. Senek*erim-Yovhannes' wife, Xušuš, had 
been the daughter of King Gagik I of Ani, and the daughter of their 


For Marem/ Maria: Garegin Yovsep‘ean, Yisatakarank*, no. 116, col. 252; cf. col. 254, 
but the identification is not certain. Cf. Dédéyan, "L'immigration," 90 and n. 324; also 
Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 12.21, p. 104; nos. 17.3(25), 17.4(26), p. 124, who does not assign 
a Byzantine title to either one. 

218 MU (ed. VatarSapat), 48-49. This episode does not occur in the Jerusalem edition 
nor in the Dulaurier translation. It is, however, to be found in the English translation of 
Dostourian, Armenia and the Crusades, 45, which follows the Valarsapat edition and places 
this episode in Constantinople; Dédéyan, “L’immigration,” 65 and nn. 132-33. 

219 MU, Ixv, xciii, pp. 77, 151: “A son [Gagik II] arrivée toute la ville sortit en foule 
au devant de lui, et on le conduisit à l'empereur en grande pompe et avec les honneurs dus 
à son rang. Pendant quelque temps Monomaque le traita avec haute distinction"; cf. the 
honors lavished on King ASot II at the time of his visit to the imperial court in 914: JK, lv-ivi, 
pp. 198, 201-2; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 398-99. 

2 MU, xcv, p. 151: “Depuis lors il ne reparut plus à Constantinople, et refusa constam- 
ment de se rendre à l'appel des Romains." 

21 Dédéyan, “Limmigration,” 69-70, 92-93; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 396. 
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eldest son Dawit* married Gagik II.22 According to the historian Vardan, 
Gagik Us own younger son Dawit was the husband of the daughter of 
Aplarip Arcruni of Tarsus. Gagik Ils elder son Yovhannés rejected the 
emperor's offer that his son ASot join the imperial family by becoming his 
son-in-law.?? None of the Royals converted to the imperial Orthodoxy, 
but remained staunch supporters of their traditional church. Atom and 
Apusahl Arcruni obtained the release of the kat‘otikos Petros I Getadarj, 
who made his home with them near Sebaste until his death, and they 
subsequently withstood pressure from Constantine X that they convert to 
Chalcedonianism.7^ Their elder brother Dawit‘ is praised for founding 
churches and monasteries, which must have been of Armenian confession, 
since the praise comes from the bitterly anti-Chalcedonian Matthew of 
Edessa.?5 Gagik-Abas of Kars obtained the election of Vahram Pahla- 
wuni as Grigor II in 1065, after a hiatus in the kat‘otikate, and the new 
patriarch resided at first at his court in Tzamandos.””6 Even if Matthew of 


22 AL (55) says that this was done at the order of the emperor, though there seems 
to be no reason for such a commentary, and that Gagik Il inherited the lands of Dawit‘, who 
was childless, thus consolidating the holdings of the Royals. Dédéyan ("L'immigration," 68 
and n. 157) suggests that Gagik had been forced to leave behind his first wife, the sister of 
Abu-l Aswar, emir of Duin, but the hypothesis of this first marriage rests on a particularly 
obscure and disputed passage in AL, pp. 52-55 n. 2. King Yovhannés-Smbat of Ani had 
been wed to a niece of Romanos III Argyros, but this marriage took place a considerable 
time before the annexation of his kingdom. His second wife came from within the Bagratid 
family, since she was his own niece, the daughter of his brother Abas: J. Laurent, Byzance 
et les Turcs Seldjoucides (Nancy-Paris-Strasbourg, 1913 [1919], 19; Toumanoff, Dynasties, 
no. 16.7(25), p. 122, *Jean-Smbat III OD" 

?3 Vardan, Ix, p. 197, who then goes on to say that Aplfarip, whom he describes as 
“foul” ( pilc), first imprisoned his son-in-law, then poisoned him after the death of Gagik II. 
MU (cxix, p. 183), who is the probable source of Vardan, evasively says that Gagik II and 
Apllarip (Abelgh'arib) had been friends, but “un motif quelconque détruisit . . . leur amitié," 
during the king's visit to Tarsus, which immediately preceded Gagik's murder at Kybistra. 
However, he praises Apllarip as a brave warrior. The colophon cited above (note 131), which 
is the closest source in point of time, praises Apllarip unreservedly and admits nothing of 
this marriage, the quarrel, or the murder of the king's son. Several scholars (Dulaurier, notes 
to MU, 430 n. 3; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 9.6, pp. 34-35; Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane 
Halkedonity, 172) have followed the version of Vardan. Arutjunova-Fidanjan also argues 
that Apllarip was a Chalcedonian because of Vardan's reference to him as “foul,” but she 
does not seem to be acquainted with the colophon, which praises him specifically for building 
churches of Armenian rite. 

7^ AL, xiv, p. 72; MU, Ixxiv, xcii, pp. 87, 134; cf. Dülger, Regesten, Lii, no. 957, 
p. 15, who links the summons to the Armenian princes with a council of union. 

75 MU, xlvi, p. 52. 

2% MU, xc, xcv, pp. 129-30, 154. On the basis of a passage in the “Vipasanut‘iwn” 
[Epic Tale] of the kat‘otikos Nerses Snorhali, Bank‘ éap‘aw [Verses] (Venice, 1830), 592, 
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Edessa's boasts concerning the admiration of the capital for the eloquence 
and theological expertise of Gagik-Abas and Gagik II and his assertions 
of their superiority over the Orthodox doctors are obviously fantastic 
(and the authenticity of the long disputation attributed to Gagik II in his 
Chronicle has been questioned), they are all intended to testify to both 
kings’ defense of the Armenian confession.? The hypothesis of a conver- 
sion, which has been raised, would not have failed to provoke the bitterest 
denunciations from Matthew, for whom such an act would have been 
patent apostasy. 

The expectation of loyal and responsible imperial officers likewise 
failed to materialize. Even before the annexation of the kingdoms, the 
Armenians had been enthusiastic supporters of Bardas Skleros. Atom and 
Apusahl revolted at Sebaste in 1040, as their brother Dawit* had done 
some twenty years earlier.?? Unbelievable as are Matthew of Edessa’s 
versions of Gagik Ils revenge on the metropolitan Mark of Caesarea and 
his treatment of noble Byzantine ladies, they are indices of the antago- 
nistic and defiant attitude attributed to the former king of Ani, who “dared 
to do among the Romans what no one dared before him or after."?? Rather 
than fuse with the Armenian Chalcedonian aristocracy, the Royals and 
their legitimist supporters, especially the Pahlawuni, closed ranks against 
them, disregarding any claim of ethnic solidarity. This enmity manifested 
itself with particular rancor against Philaretos, duke of Antioch, protose- 
bastos and domestikos of the Eastern Scholae, whose establishment at 
Antioch was opposed by a coalition uniting the Pahlawuni—Grigor Magi- 
stros’ two sons Vasak and the kar‘otikos Grigor II, as well as his son-in-law 


Berbérian (“Hayoc‘ kat‘olikosakan barjumé,” 327-46) argues that Gagik-Abas obtained the 
election of Grigor II in 1065 by his surrender of Kars to the empire; cf. Dédéyan, "L'immi- 
gration,” 54 and nn. 63, 103-4; see also the next note. 

27 Berbérian (*Hayoc* kat‘otikosakan barjumé,” 335-42) suggests that this homily 
should be attributed to Gagik-Abas of Kars rather than to Gagik II of Ani. It must be noted 
that MU (xciii, p. 134 and xcv, p. 154) uses almost the same terms to describe the concession 
of the cathedra of Hagia Sophia to both kings. Given the similarity of the kings' names, and 
the notorious problems of MU's text, for which there is no critical edition, a confusion on 
this point is altogether possible, but it does not affect the present argument. 

28 AL, iii, pp. 16-19 and 19 n. 2; H. Berbérian [Pérpérean], “Nikep‘or P‘okasi apstam- 
but'iwné ew Dawit* Arcruni 1022” [The Revolt of Nikephoros Phokas and Dawit* Arcruni 
1022], Handes Amsorya 81 (1967), cols. 513-25; Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 21 ( for Dawit*) and 
no. 53 (for Atom and Apusahl), pp. 36-37, 53; MU, liv-lv, pp. 67-68. The Armenians had 
been the first and loyal supporters of the rebellion of Bardas Skleros (Asolik, UL xiv, pp. 56-57), 
whereas David the Kouropalates and the Iberian magnates supported Bardas Phokas (ibid., 
Xv, p. 60); cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 11, pp. 27-29, 329-30, etc. 

2% MU, xciv, pp. 152-54; see above, note 47, for the verisimilitude of these tales. 
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Prince T‘ornik of Sasun, with Apllarip Arcruni of Tarsus—and whom 
Matthew of Edessa accuses of conniving at and indeed instigating the 
murder of the legitimist T‘ornik and of King Gagik II himself.” The 
kat‘otikos Grigor IL, seeking shelter after the disappearance of his protector 
at Tzamandos, refused until his death to legitimize Philaretos' ambitions 
by accepting his offers of a seat in his domains, and preferred to take up 
residence at the court of Got Vasil. His successors would never return to 
Byzantine territories.?! Until the end, the domains of the Royals, stub- 
bornly preserving the traditional institutions of their homeland, formed 
self-enclosed and hostile enclaves within the empire.?? 

To the imperial authorities, this sullen antagonism would understand- 
ably have seemed an inexplicable and unwarranted manifestation. The 
former rulers had received as honorable a treatment as any of the great 
Armenian magnates, some of whom, like the Taronitai, could claim royal 
blood. Their realms had been legally transferred to the empire through 
testamentary devolution or direct negotiations. The consequence of these 
transactions was to make them imperial vassals, but the problem had 
deeper roots.?? Even at the zenith of their power, the imperial chancery 
had never acknowledged the Armenian kingdoms de jure as independent 


20 MU, cvii, cxix, pp. 175-76, 184; cf. cxxii, p. 187. See Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 103, 
pp. 82 and 398 n. 100, for the coalition of Armenian nobles supported by the kat‘odikos 
Grigor II, who opposed Philaretos, after Mantzikert, although some of his Armenian sol- 
diers were apparently still loyal to him. 

31 MU, cvii, p. 176, and MU Cont., clxxxviii, ccx, pp. 258-59, 281, for Grigor Il, 
refusal of the offer of Philaretos, and his residence at the court of Gol Vasil until his death. 
His successors took up residence at the fortress of Hromkla on the middle Euphrates, which 
they received from the Latin county of Edessa. After the capture of the fortress by the 
Mamluks in 1292, they moved to the Cilician capital of Sis, and did not return to Greater 
Armenia until the middle of the 15th century; S. Der Nersessian, "The Kingdom of Cilician 
Armenia," A History of the Crusades, ed. K. Setton et al. (Philadelphia, 1962), vol. II, 641-42, 
656; Tekeyan, Controverses, 11; The Cilician Kingdom of Armenia, ed. T. S. R. Boase (Edin- 
burgh, 1978), 181, s.v. Sis. 

22 See Dédéyan, “L'immigration,” 90-93; Cheynet, Pouvoir, 397, on the maintenance 
of Armenian customs in the domains of the Royals. 

?3 The transfer of the lands of both Vaspurakan and Kars had been negotiated directly 
(see above, notes 213, 218, 226). Ani was claimed under the terms of the will of Gagik II's 
childless uncle, Yovhannés-Smbat. Gagik himself had abdicated at Constantinople (AL, ii, 
X, pp. 15-16, 45-46, 50-51), although the Armenian tradition soon came to see this as a 
betrayal and Gagik's abdication as coerced (see above, note 212, and below, notes 236, 
247-48). Cf. below, note 242, for the Byzantine version given by Skylitzes. On the transfer 
of lands, see, inter alios, Dédéyan, “L’immigration,” 63-68, 78-85. The problems of the 
precise domains granted by the empire are not pertinent to the present enquiry. 
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realms. The only title it recognized for the senior Armenian king, even 
after his coronation, was that of &pyov t&v åpxóvtov, translating the 
earlier Armenian title of “prince of princes" (iSxanac‘ ifxan), with its 
obvious implication of incomplete autonomy.2*4 In theory at least, the 
Armenian king remained throughout the period of the mediaeval king- 
doms, the emperor’s “servant” (800AX0c), as Constantine Porphyrogenitus’ 


De administrando imperio unequivocally spelled out: 


Since the prince of princes is the servant of the emperor of the 
Romans, being appointed by him and receiving his dignity from 
him, it is obvious that the cities and townships and territories of 
which he is lord also belong to the emperor of the Romans.?5 


Reality had not matched theory for more than a century, but in eleventh- 
century Byzantine eyes, the former “princes of princes" were indistin- 
guishable, except in degree, from the rest of the Armenian magnates. Led 
astray by their own political theory, the emperors miscalculated. The view 
from the Armenian side was altogether different, and the honors bestowed 
by the empire on the Royals seemed inadequate, if not offensive. 

From the moment of his first arrival in Constantinople, Gagik II is 
presented by the Armenian historians as asserting his sovereignty to Con- 
stantine IX: 


I am lord (ter) and king (t‘agawor) of the realm of Armenia, and 
behold, I do not give my kingdom into your hands, because you 
fraudulently brought me to Constantinople,?6 


and reiterating his position to Constantine X at the time of the presumed 
doctrinal disputation, some twenty years after the annexation of the king- 
dom of Ani: 


"H DAI chap. 44.7,9, 18, 26, 45-49, pp. 198/99-200/ 201. Cf. Yuzbasian, Armjanskie 
gosudarstva, 77-92, esp. 84. 

235 DAI chap. 44.45-49, pp. 200/201: *£nei «62» 6 &ápyov tHv ápyóvtov 600X0c rop 
Bacuéog vàv ‘Pouaiov toyyavet, óc nap’ adtod rpopaAAópevoc kai tò to1obtov 8ey6- 
u£voc á&iopa, SnAovéri kai tà bt adtod õsonotópeva Kéotpa kai noArtEiat kai yopia tod 
Pactos x&v ‘Poyaiov tvyyávovoiv." Cf. the next two notes and below, note 239. 

236 MU, Ixv (Jerus. ed.), p. 111 = Dulaurier tr., pp. 77-78 (translation in text mine): 
“Sp be Pugueng bu ES mb Dung. be ww bu ng mug qluyp fp dbnu dum gf nme qhu 
Brut Bel vu ähn f Ynunwbryhhnewohu:” See also the next note, and below, notes 242, 
247-48. Ke 
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Behold, I am a man who is king and the son of the kings of Arme- 
nia, and all of Armenia submits to my orders. . . .237 


Similarly, nearly fifteen years after the surrender of Vaspurakan, Senek‘e- 
rim-Yovhannés’ son and successor Dawit* was still entitled “King Dawit°” by 
the Armenian historians, as he had been at his accession, when "the royal 
authority of the realm of Armenia had been confirmed (hastateal),” despite 
the fact that this too had presumably taken place on Byzantine soil.?38 
Kekaumenos also admitted that Senek‘erim-Yovhannés had been a king 
(BaorAeüc) and the descendant of former kings, although he went on to 
argue that the transfer of Vaspurakan had turned him into the 5o06)0¢ of 
the emperor.?? Even though they were at times at odds with him, Atom and 
Apusahl Arcruni are said to have acknowledged and confirmed Gagik II's 
overlordship to Constantine X: 


We can do nothing without Gagik son of Aÿot, for he is a valorous 
man and he is king, and our son-in-law. Send and call him here, for 
if we were to do anything without him, he would burn us with fire 
in our own domain [gawar].?* 


Every one of the former rulers—Gagik-Abas, Atom and Apusahl Arcruni 
—“and all of the Armenian princes" are depicted as gathered at Kizistia/ 
Kybistra in a desperate last attempt to save their sovereign, the king of 


237 MU, xciii (Jerus. ed.), p. 195 = Dulaurier tr., p. 135 (translation in text mine): “Usa 


bu ip Bags zt bd, be apap Puguenpegh dung, bi und blouph dupe Sburqulig pls Gpanfulug 
flag.” See also the preceding note. The verisimilitude of these statements, or the likelihood 
that they were ever made, are, of course, of no importance. Their significance lies in the ethos 
expressed; cf. below, notes 239, 247-48; also Dédéyan, "L'immigration," 90-92; and the next 
two notes. 

238 MU, xxxix (Jerus. ed.), p. 62 = Dulaurier tr., p. 44 (translation in text mine): “ke 
Gesucht Air Pugin pc popuubn Bh amable dog queue sta ep buff, 
dech ab bp wyp thn ap Ec upannncisluusk bL wSiuplini. b fbpuy Ephpp.” Cf. MU, xlvi (Jerus. 
ed.), pp. 73-74 = Dulaurier tr., p. 52 (translation in text mine): “Guyu? dueb bet fhnublp 
suppl ‘pany ff npk Ate breet pui dugng." See also the next note. 

39 Kekaumenos, 282: “‘O Levaynpeip, öv où olôac épyaiov Boot ëm elvar ánó- 
yovov, 1j8£Amoe Sodvai trjv xópav abto0 và Pace kip BaciAcío t noppupoyevvrito, 
ag eivai kai aûtôs 600A0c abtob. ‘O 88 dnodeEGpevoc TV ebyvopocóvnv aûtoi étipnoev 
aùtòv uéyiotpov kai nAsiov obdév, kaitoi dpyaiov BacuAéov ánóyovov kai oo to." See 
also the preceding three notes, and below, notes 247-48. 

#40 MU, xciii (Jerus. ed.), p. 193 = Dulaurier tr., p. 134 (translation in text mine): “Uke 
mambg Wang dpa] Uzman appenjh nj bag fpuphidp scht, qb lan agp pu § be Bags zb be dep 
Eva, wawphu be hngku qiia uyup, qh AR dep wnwhy bapu pp zial bu qdbg, Spm] auf 
b œueunt dbp." Cheynet, Pouvoir, 397, also notes that the Royals in exile had kept their 
authority. 
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kings (Sahansah) Gagik IL?! Whatever concessions had been wrung under 
duress from him or any of his ancestors, an essential difference separated 
him from ordinary magnates. In the eyes of the Armenians, Gagik II, even 
in exile, remained their senior king and lord.2# 

In themselves, the pretensions and defiance of the Royals had little 
importance. Their possibilities were small and all of them were dead within 
the decade following Mantzikert. But these deaths, whose actual circum- 
stances remain obscure, fed the popular imagination and prejudices, which 
soon attributed them to the treachery and malignancy of the Romans.2? 
The end of the eleventh century marks a break in Armenian historiog- 
raphy. Asolik, at the beginning of the century, still wrote dispassionately 


241 MU, cxix, pp. 183-84. "Sahensah" is taken by Dulaurier, 183, as part of Gagik's name, 
and this usage appears in later times, but in this case it refers to the title granted by the caliph 
to the senior Bagratid king since ASot II Erkat° and assumed by most, though not all, of his 
successors; see JK, Ixi-lxiii, pp. 212-15, 230-31, and 303-4, ixi n. 5. The 13th-century historian 
Kirakos Ganjakec'i (Patmut‘iwn Hayoc‘ [History of Armenia], ed. K. Melik‘-Ohanjanyan 
[Erevan, 1961], 104 = “Histoire d'Arménie du vartabied Kirakos de Gandzak," Deux historiens 
arméniens, trans. M.-F Brosset [St. Petersburg, 1870], ii, p. 55) also uses this title when 
recording the death of Gagik-Abas of Kars/ Vanand in the first year of the reign of Romanos 
IV Diogenes: "Qua hl, ub Fguenpl hubs un, ifl nuc quiu udh PFpndthh.” 

242 In moments of need, such as the visit of Ašot II to Constantinople in 914 to obtain 
imperial help against the Muslims and regain the throne, the sovereignty of the empire might 
be conceded: see JK, lvi, p. 201, where Ašot is said to take his leave, “with much gratitude 
and thoughtful promise of services.” The word for services used here, carayakan, is derived 
from cañay/cañayut‘iwn, “vassal/servant, vassalage/service,” which are the precise coun- 
terparts of the Greek 8oüAoc/ôovkeia. Cf. Skylitzes, 435: “kai Bavóvtoç adtot [Yovhannés- 
Smbat] ó Kaxíkiog 6 tovtov vidg [Gagik II was in fact his nephew and not his son] 
diadeEdpevoc tiv åpxův eiprivnv uèv ĝietńper npóc ‘Pœuaiovs xai dpatypiav, xateiye 
pévtot THY raxpiav ápyriv, kai dnodobvat ‘Pœouaiois ook fjOzAsv, óc tò narpikóv EBovAETO 
ypuppatetov. £ópóv olv £v toig dvaxtdpois TÒ ypappateiov 6 Movouäyoc ámütsi Kai tò 
Aviov kai tiv néoav peyáAnv Appeviav óc Baoikeiov toû Baciéoc Siddo0xoc. tod 58 
dodAov pv &éavtóv ávonoXoyotvtoc 'Popaíov, dxootiivat 92 rfj; raxpáac àpyfic un £0£- 
Xovtoc, rnokeuntéov £56xe1 tH Doch et." For the legal implications of the term, see Cheynet, 
Pouvoir, 287: "Dans les relations internationales, le doulos de l'empereur reconnait offici- 
ellement une sujétion à son égard. Le toparque séduit par les propositions impériales qui 
abandonne sa terre contre des biens ou de l'argent cesse d'étre le philos de l'empereur et 
devient son doulos, trés lourde dépendance"; YuzbaSian, Armjanskie gosudarstva, 88; and 
Kekaumenos, 298-300; see also above, notes 236-37, 240, for the Armenian point of view. 

?533 The dates of death of the last Armenian rulers of this period are extremely uncertain. 
Dawit* Arcruni is said to have died ca. 1035/36 by MU (xlvi, p. 52), though Toumanoff 
(Dynasties, no. 12.19 [David I]) gives 1037. The date given for Gagik II and the princes Atom 
and Apusahl Arcuni is 1079/80 (MU, cxix, pp. 183-84), a date accepted by Kazhdan (Armja- 
ne, no. 9.3-4, p. 34; no. 10.1, p. 36) and Toumanoff (Dynasties, no. 12.19, p. 104; no. 16.8[26], 
p. 123). Dédéyan ("L'immigration," 92 and n. 342) suggests the possibility of 1073, but such 
an early date would be possible, according to the evidence of MU (cxix, p. 183) and Vardan 
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and even favourably of Byzantium's expansion into Iberia and the East, 
blaming foolish rebellions against Basil II and extolling his benevolence 
toward the Armenians.?^ Aristakës Lastivertc‘i, an eyewitness of the Byzan- 
tine annexation, continued to praise Basil II and bewailed the fate of 
Romanos IV Diogenes, victim of his own subjects, who “splashed the 
imperial throne with indelible blood."?^5 But in a long rhetorical elegy 
interpolated into his History, he laments the fate of Armenia betrayed by 
the Greeks in the days of the forsworn Constantine IX Monomachos 
through a "trade viler than that of Judas," that destroyed the churches, 
turned provinces into deserts, and made his own hand so shake with 
horror that he could not pursue his tale. Yet he continues: 


(Ix, p. 197 and n. 5)—that Gagik had been murdered on his way back from Tarsus where he 
had visited Apilarip Arcruni—only if the latter had been appointed by Michael VII and not 
Alexios I (see above, note 14). The date of Gagik-Abas of Kars' death is also given as 1079/80 
by Toumanoff (Dynasties, no. 17.3[25], p. 124 [Gagik-Abas II]), but Dédéyan (“L’immigra- 
tion," 92 n. 336) objects that this would contradict both the Armenian evidence of Kirakos 
Ganjakec‘i, that the king died in the first year of Romanos IV Diogenes (1068/69) (see 
above, note 241)—a date confirmed by Yovsép‘ean (Yisatakarank*, col. 254)—and that of 
Bar Hebraeus (Chronography, 220), that a Greek woman whose name was Máryám Oe, 
Gagik-Abas' daughter Marem/ Maria) was mistress of the citadel of Simandu/ Tzamandos 
before Romanos IV set out for Mantzikert. Concerning the sons of Gagik II, Vardan (lx, 
p. 197) says that the younger Dawit* was poisoned soon after his father's death. The date of 
the elder Yovhannés is not given; MU, cxix, p. 184, merely says that he outlived his father, 
and Vardan, lx, p. 197, adds that his son Asot predeceased him. See Kazhdan, Armjane, 
no. 6, pp. 34-35, no. 10.2-3, pp. 36-37, and Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 16.9(27), p. 123, who 
has all of these princes murdered, primarily by the Greeks. Nothing is known of the death of 
Gagik II's daughter Marem/ Maria (who is known only from a partly legible seal): K. Kostan- 
topoulos, BuCavtiakd uoAvoB86BouAXa tod £v AfDëvoc "Eóvixoó Nopicpatixod Movosiov 
(Athens, 1917), no. 603a; cf. Cheynet, Pouvoir, 280 n. 197. For her namesake Marem/ Maria, 
who ruled in Tzamandos after her father Gagik-Abas, see above, note 217. The deaths of the 
dynasts have obviously been obscured by the sources and by later popular imagination, but 
none of them are mentioned after 1080. 

Minor branches of the ruling houses seem to have eventually made their peace with the 
empire, not only the Taronitai already mentioned (see Kazhdan, Arrnjane, no. 6, pp. 17-25, 
and Adontz, “Les Taronites"), but also a junior branch of the Arcruni known as the Sena- 
kerim (see above, notes 156, 171, and Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 209, p. 147 and nn. 1—2, 396) as 
well as the Pahlawuni-Arsakidai (see Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 11, pp. 37-39, and above, notes 
49, 161), though the latter were not strictly speaking “Royals.” 

%4 Asolik, xxiv-xxvi, xxxviii, xlii-xliv, pp. 17-131, 151, 160-61, 163-65, 166-67. 
This change of tone has also been observed by Arutjunova-Fidanjan, Armjane Halkedonity, 
16-31; eadem, Kontaktnaja zona, pp. 104-10, 118-50; likewise, eadem, “Obraz Vizantii v 
Armjanskoj srednevekovoj istoriografii X v.," VizVrem 52 (1991), 113-26; and eadem, Patma- 
banasirakan Handes 1 (1992), 42-56, with the same title. 

#5 AL, ii, v, xv, pp. 11-12, 88, 127-28, where Basil Us later Iberian campaign is 
depicted in darker colors than the first, i, pp. 3-6. 
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Where are the royal thrones? Behold, they are no longer visible. . . . 
Where is the great and marvelous patriarchal throne . . . ? Today it 
is empty, devoid of incumbents, it is bereft of its ornaments, covered 
with dust, and spider webs, and the successor of the throne [of 
Grigor the Illuminator] has been removed to an alien land as a 
prisoner and a captive. The voices and preaching of the doctors 
[vardapets] are silent. And the ranks of the heretics who hid here 
and there like burrowing rats striken by their divine theological 
words and their orthodox faith, now like mighty lions fearlessly 
come forth from their lairs, with gaping maws, seeking to devour 
some innocent soul.24 


With the beginning of the next century, Matthew of Edessa would exploit 
the theme of betrayal to the full: 


And the king [Constantine IX] called Gagik . . . and said to Gagik: 
“Ani and all the East have been given into my hands.” And Gagik 
realized the treacherous deed and ... said: “Let Christ judge be- 
tween me and my deceivers!”... And King [Gagik] remained as 
an exile and a sojourner in the midst of the merciless and vile 
nation of the Greeks. . .. He nourished a bitter grief in his heart 
because of his ancestral throne that had been taken from him by 
the apostates and the perfidious nation of the heretics.24 


2% AL, x (Erevan ed.), pp. 98-99 = tr., pp. 41-45 (translation in text mine): “Nip 
Bag zugkh song, wha ng kpkep, ... ip Sugpunqbumulpua fina db be Spuruyph ... 
myuop mbuwbp Barren, quimuph h phuulgung, deel p qupqneg, boum ke ouh munuyhpe 
gtu, be dnb wfnangh younmp mfug Sknugkuy bppbe gg rk be qipupulimeng: 
paul duyhe ke ërapodn Ehe Ae pakuye, be ébpdmemnqugt quue, np un lnpop pppke 
Sauter dynebu uyup whap Pupshph Suywdkuye f bngu uunmuduwpubuhuh pubhgh be 
Paeinhg pepubupug PE qr lywhpgtt jubfby whdubg:” In his preface to the Russian trans- 
lation of AL, K. Yuzbaëian (Povestvovanija vardapeta Aristakésa Lastivertsi [Moscow, 1962], 
25, 28-29, 34 = French tr., pp. xxiv-xxviii) also detects a double attitude of AL toward the 
Byzantine Empire. Arutjunova-Fidanjan (Armjane Halkedonity, 18-20, 23-24), however, 
sees both AL and his contemporary Yakob Sanahnec‘i (d. 1085) as still relatively well dis- 
posed toward the empire, especially toward Basil II and his policy of expansion to the east; cf. 
L. Xat‘ikyan, “Hakob Sanahneci‘, Zamanakagir 11" dari" [Jacob of Sanahin, A Chronicler 
of the 11th Century], Banber Erevani Hamalsarani | [Messenger of Erevan University] 
(1971), 22-48. 

47 MU, lxv (Jerus. ed.), pp. 111-12 = Dulaurier tr., pp. 77-78 (translation in text 
mine): “be dashing Bä ac ph qhurg pl o. Be ap ghuup pl, ERE all bb be geb beatb ube bpp 
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Armenia also lamented: 


And the Armenian army realized that the king of Armenia would 
never return to the East, and they understood the betrayal of the 
Armenian magnates [the pro-Byzantine nobles]. The whole of the 
realm of Armenia wept. And all of the city [Ani] gathered together 
at the tombs of all the former Armenian kings and there they 
lamented over the leaderless Armenian nation and likewise they 
lamented over the throne of their realm. And mourning they all 
wept over Gagik their king.? 


And the historian concludes: 


Who can relate one by one the harsh destruction and mournful 
tears of the realm of Armenia .. . [made] masterless by its false 
protectors, by the feeble, effeminate, and evil nation of the Greeks? 
. . . They destroyed the royal throne of Armenia... 

... And after Armenia had been captured by the Greeks . . . they 
sought to take away and destroy the faith of all the true believers 
in Christ.24 


Bent on the destruction of the Armenian realms and on the eradi- 
cation of their faith, the Greeks had become the root of all evil. The 
semi-mythological pattern of betrayal, resentment, and hostility had been 


kumb h dhnu AË Ge Achen: dang] qhbbg mc Bbub qnpph ... be oer, “au pat 
Pppunnu phg bu be plig belge ach pi... be pup qegkpbuy Bag ph upabg ambu f di) 
mbngnpid be é"p uggh Bachug. n wunininfhl, unq nbp E upinih bepret desch Saypbhp 
uif nnn] Prin an bibe nc Piudp quipunmulghh wunn mbn pug EL Ebhqueng gh 
&bnkinhlinuug." Arutjunova-Fidanjan (Armjane Halkedonity, 23-27) notes that in the first 
part of his Chronicle, for which Yakob Sanahnec‘i is the source, MU's tone is far more 
moderate, but that it changes sharply from the very beginning of part two. 

248 MU, Ixvi (Jerus. ed.), p. 113 = Dulaurier tr., p. 79 (translation in text mine): “Ge 
Efugub qopgh Luyng PE Puquenph Layng uy ng Epub ng. § puphekju, be Subbu 
big ze Bb: bufoupupugh Lung, puypi ma Gannupud mdbbuyh zech Zugng. be pap 
unfbbuh puquph daqad mp bb qbphbqiuhp Luyng wdthuyh Pugunnpugh wnwÿhng, bi mhg 
paigfle quilunfpathay ph waggle Layng, Zei be ee Bags apen Bbschk f phuig, be had 
bg buy wn Gunnupury paypl qfuiguenph fopbushg qhug hy.” See also the next note. 

?9 MU, Ixxxiv (Jerus. ed.), pp. 162-63 = Dulaurier tr., pp. 113-14 (translation in text 
mine): “N°4 dezent dh puf Spin Qh qunmtéy ghapruun purple Pull be gug uyumga uhug 
mubu Zeien ... pubinfpre Gibb, fumer ySanguslangh, fr cheap be f Bc qudnpp da: wage ple 
Ba Aug ... be pupåkuy junnfubbghh quini. Buminpm bull Lung... 
eo Be qnpdund unun Zeie p opea, ©. qudbbuyh &rdup]un Sunmnugbuypa Pppunnup f 
Sunannagh Bebe faziduchb, be fuwfunt,:” Sce also the preceding note. 
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set once and for all. Its tangible results would soon manifest themselves. 
In the transition period following Mantzikert, Armenian lords in the East, 
irrespective of their religious affiliation—Apllarip of Tarsus, Gabriel of 
Melitene, T‘at‘ul of Mara’, Gol Vasil at Kesun and Raban on the Euphra- 
tes, Philaretos at Antioch, and even the early Rubenid princes of Cilicia 
in the twelfth century—still sought to bolster their precarious position in 
the eyes of the local population by seeking imperial titles, even as they 
pursued their own ambitions beyond the reach of Constantinople.2 But 
soon thereafter, they turned away from Byzantium to seek the legitimiza- 
tion of their power in more or less fictitious links with the last Bagratid 
king of Ani.%! In Greater Armenia, in Cilicia, or in what remained of the 
empire, the Armenian population remained Monophysite, Armenian- 
speaking, and attached to its own traditions reinforced by the new 
mythology. 

There is little reason to think that the hostility that crystallized at the 
beginning of the twelfth century abated appreciably before the disappearance 
of the Byzantine Empire made it irrelevant. The brief Indian summer under 
Manuel I proved all too short, and the Greeks and Armenians returned 


250 Cheynet, Pouvoir, 399; idem, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 74-75; G. Dédéyan, “Les 
princes arméniens de l'Euphrate et l'Empire byzantin de 1098 à 1116," L’Arménie et Byzance 
(as above, note 47), 79-88. The imperial titles are as follows: 

A. Apllarip Arcruni, n&yiotpoc, otpatnydc of Tarsus; see above, note 116. 

B. Gabriel of Melitene, $006, npmtoxovponadrdtys, npotovofeXicowoc; Kazhdan, 
Armjane, no. 49, pp. 129-30; Cheynet, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," p. 76 and nn. 53, 55; 
cf. Zacos-Nesbitt, Lead Seals, nos. 464, 465; N. Oikonomides, À Collection of Dated Byzan- 
tine Lead Seals (Washington, D.C., 1986), 104. 

C. Philaretos Brakhamios, from ta&i&pyng to Souéoriwos tHv oxoAóv of the East, 
KovponaAdtys, npotokouporaAGtnc, ceBaotóc, mpwtooeBaotdc; Cheynet, Etudes, 66-72; 
idem, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 70, 73-76; Kazhdan, Arrmjane, no. 7.7, pp. 26-28. 

D. Got Vasil, ceBaotdc; see above, note 175. 

E. T'at*ul of Maraš, *npotovofieXícowoc à &ápyov tóv ápyóviov," J.-C. Cheynet, 
"Thathoul, archonte des archontes," REB 48 (1990), 233-42; MU (Jerus. ed.), clxvi, p. 332. 

E. The Rubenid princes, T‘oros I and T‘oros II, respectively, oeBactóc, from an 
inscription at Anazarba and navoeBaotdéc; Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 12.3, 12.6, pp. 39-40; 
Toumanoff, Dynasties, no. 94.5-6, pp. 428-29. Cheynet, “Les Arméniens de l'Empire," 75, 
very rightly observes that, despite the claims of national sources (for which see the next note), 
“les Roupénides tirent leur légitimité du pouvoir byzantin, fait inacceptable pour leurs de- 
scendants . . . et donc passé sous silence par les historiens arméniens du XII siècle et de la 
période postérieure." | 

31 See the preceding note, see also N. Adontz, “Notes arméno-byzantines, vi. L'aieul 
des Roubéniens," Byzantion 10 (1936), reprinted in idem, Etudes arméno-byzantines, 177-95, 
on the attemps to link the eponymous Ruben of the first Cilician dynasty to the "officers" 
(i zawrac*), or to the “descendants” (i zawakac‘) of Gagik II. 
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to their divergent paths. The soldiers, who had stayed personally loyal to 
Romanos IV,25 became increasingly unreliable. Armenian settlers, whether 
in the Balkans or the Troad, sided with the enemies of the empire, and the 
Armenian urban population was deemed best segregated into its own 
quarters to protect the Orthodox from contamination.?? Religious antago- 
nism had unquestionably played a major role, although its absence in the 
case of the Car‘ did not lead to the expected fusion. Resentment over the 
abolition of the mediaeval kingship became the focus of native historians. 
Class was of some significance at times. But even without any continuous 
pattern of persecution, in fact, with some periods of actual benevolence, 
the empire failed to absorb the Armenians, with the small exception of the 
aristocratic families of the tenth to twelfth centuries. A few Cat‘ survived 
in limbo. The overwhelming mass of the Armenian inhabitants of the 
empire, isolated by language more than by ethnic background, by religion 
(which prevented them from assuming the authentic, Orthodox, Byzan- 
tine identity), and at last by the mythology surrounding their lost king, 
remained alien and alienated—incorporated but not assimilated. 


Columbia University (Emerita) 


252 Even in the case of Romanos IV, the suggestion is of personal loyalty rather than 
of allegiance to the empire: see, e.g., Psellos, Chronographie, trans. E. Renauld, 2 vols. 
(Paris, 1928), VII.xxxiv, vol. II, pp. 167-68; cf. xxxviii-xl, pp. 169-70: "ávp yap tic E 
'Apueviov Éyov tò yévog [Xatatovpns = Xat‘atur, duke of Antioch], tiv yvounv pa6Uc 
dvapevis piv Ce npoatpéogoc, &pyrv Tiva nape tovtov 16v peyiotov Xapov, énnvika 
Baorkeds Hy, yapitac adt@ nì tod Svotvyýpatoç ávOopoXoyobuevoc, otpatiótac OVX- 
vos énayópevoc npóoeici TOUT® . . . cic 68 tv tõv KiAikov yopav ånayayðv ... 

. . (168) otpatév te adtr® éEaprôer kai ypñuata Sidwat, xai cic BaciA£oc oyfipa kaio- 
tou....” On Xaëfatur, see Kazhdan, Armjane, no. 44, p. 126. 

253 See, e.g., Cheynet, Pouvoir, no. 70, pp. 63 and 451-52, for manifestations of hos- 
tility to the empire in the Troad and in the Balkans. As late as 1273, the Armenians were 
characterized as “a sick and rebellious nation," and the accomplices of the Latins: Laurent, 
Regestes, Liv, no. 1400, p. 195 (see above, notes 15, 25, 27, 46, 210, 252). Despite their desire 
for imperial titles (see above, note 250), there is no doubt that the Armenian chieftains of the 
late 11th and 12th centuries, both on the Euphrates and in Cilicia, concentrated above all 
on their own centrifugal ambitions. 
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